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BIENNIAL BUDGETING: A TOOL FOR IMPROV-
ING GOVERNMENT FISCAL MANAGEMENT
AND OVERSIGHT

Wednesday, February 16, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m. in Room H-
313, The Capitol, Hon. David Dreier [chairman of the committee]
presiding.

Present: Representatives Dreier, Goss, Pryce, Diaz—Balart,
Hastings, Sessions, Reynolds, Moakley, Frost, Hall, and Slaughter.

The CHAIRMAN. The Rules Committee will come to order now. We
are using our new technology for the first time, and I guess we are
audio streaming this. So what I am about to say is going out over
the Web.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to hear from our colleagues
about their views on biennial budgeting and to examine various
proposals for establishing a 2-year budget and appropriations
cycle. I am very pleased that in just a few minutes we will be
joined by the Speaker of the House, who will be for the first time
since he has been Speaker testifying before a congressional commit-
tee.

We originally planned to hear member testimony over a 2—-day
period, but because there will be no votes scheduled tomorrow, we
will try to complete this hearing today.

After the President’s Day recess, we plan to hold at least one
more hearing to receive testimony from the executive branch, con-
gressional support agencies and outside experts in an effort to de-
velop consensus legislation that will streamline the budget process,
enhance programmatic oversight, strengthen the management of
government programs and bureaucracies and reform the Congress.

At the very end of the last session a bipartisan group joined with
us, in fact there were a total of 245 members, in introducing a
sense of the House resolution calling for the enactment of biennial
budget process in the second session of the 106th Congress. Well,
as we all know we have begun the second session of the 106th Con-
gress, and we are committed to moving forward with that effort.
There is, as we know, very strong bipartisan support in the Senate
for a biennial budget process, and President Clinton as well as the
major presidential candidates of both political parties are support-
ive of biennial budgeting, and the President specifically mentioned

o))
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in his submission of his budget for fiscal year 2001 support for this
biennial process.

The issue of biennial budgeting has received considerable atten-
tion over the past decade. Since 1977 more than 40 congressional
or special committee hearings have addressed the topic of biennial
budgeting. I would like to note most often what I consider to be the
most significant recommendation which came from a committee,
which I was proud to cochair along with Lee Hamilton and former
Senator David Boren and our colleague Senator Domenici who
chairs the Budget Committee in the Senate, in 1993 after exhaus-
tive hearings we came forward with a recommendation that we
proceed with biennial budgeting. The gentleman sitting right here
to my left, the vice chairman of the committee and chairman of the
Subcommittee on Legislative and Budget Process, Mr. Goss, has
held several hearings on this issue over the past 5 years in the con-
text of comprehensive budget process reform.

I happen to believe that enactment of a biennial budget process
could lead to the most significant governmentwide fiscal manage-
ment reforms of the last quarter century. The enormous amount of
resources expended by the executive branch in preparing multiple
annual budgets at the same time would be diverted to long term
strategic planning and improving the performance of Federal pro-
grams. Congress, which for this fiscal year appropriated $121 bil-
lion for programs encompassing 137 programs whose authorization
had expired, would have more time and resources to do a better job
of programmatic oversight.

For those citizens who are served by Federal programs, biennial
budgeting will provide more predictability and peace of mind.
States, localities and private organizations will become more effi-
cient in the long term planning and management of their programs
if Federal funding streams were more predictable, and obviously,
as has been pointed out by the chairman of the Interior Sub-
committee of Appropriations, Mr. Regula, there can be tremendous
taxpayer savings, too.

While nobody believes that biennial budgeting is in fact the pan-
acea for all the ailments of society or the Federal Government, if
it is done correctly I believe that such a process can promote a
more effective government and a less chaotic and repetitive budget
process at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue.

As I said, we are looking forward to having Speaker Hastert join
us in just a few minutes as our kickoff witness, and until then I
am going to call on members for opening statements. Mr. Goss I
know has a statement he would like to offer.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Dreier follows:]



Statement of Congressman David Dreier,
Chairman, Committee on Rules

The hearing will come to order. The purpose of today’s hearing is to hear from our colleagues
about their views on biennial budgeting and to examine various proposals for establishing a
two-year budget and appropriations cycle. T am especially pleased that, in a few minutes, we will
be joined by Speaker Dennis Hastert for what I am told will be his first time testifying before a
committee as Speaker of the House.

- We originally planned to hear Member testimony over a two-day period but, because there will
not be votes tomorrow, we will try to complete this hearing today.

After the President’s Day recess, we plan to hold at least one more hearing to receive testimony
from the executive branch, congressional support agencies, and outside experts in an effort to
develop consensus legislation that will streamline the budget process, enhance programmatic
aversight, strengthen the management of government programs and bureaucracies, and reform
Congress.

At the end of the lasi session of Congress, a bipartisan group of Members -- 245 to be exact --
introduced a sense of the House resolution calling for the enactment of a biennial budget process
in the second session of the 106th Congress. It's now the second session, and we are committed
to moving forward. There is strong bipartisan support in the Senate for a biennial budget process,
and President Clinton recommended biennial budgeting in his FY 2001 budget submission.

The issue of biennial budgeting has received considerable attention over the past decade. Since
1977, more than 40 congressional or special commitiee hearings have addressed the topic of
biennial budgeting. Most notably, it was the most significant recommendation to come out of the
1993 Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress, on which Senator Domenici and I served
as co-chairmen along with former Congressman Lee Hamilton and former Senator David Boren.
Porter Goss, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Legislative and Budget Process, has also heid
several hearings on this issue over the past five years in the context of comprehensive budget
process reform.

1 happen to believe that enactment of a biennial budget process could lead to the most significant
government-wide fiscal management reforms of the last quarter century. The enormous amount
of resources expended by the executive branch in preparing multiple annual budgets ai the same
time would be diverted to long-term strategic planning and improving the performance of federal
programs. Congress, which for this fiscal year appropriated $121 billion for programs
encompassing 137 programs whose authorization had expired, would have more time and
resources 10 do a better job of programmatic oversight.

For those citizens who are served by federal programs, biennial budgeting will provide more
predictability and peace of mind. States, localities and private organizations will become more
efficient in the long-term planning and management of their programs if federal funding streams
were more predictable.

While nobody believes that biennial budgeting is the panacea for what ails the federal
government, if done right, I believe such a process can promote a more effective government and
a less chaotic and repetitive budget process at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue.
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Mr. Goss. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank
you for taking the leadership and initiative for holding these hear-
ings. This is a topic I think of very great interest to a growing
number of members. As you have mentioned, we spent a very large
portion of our subcommittee looking for ways to improve our cur-
rent budget process which I feel and I think many members feel
is broken and broken rather badly.

I suppose the byword how quickly we forget around here is ap-
propriate, but I can still remember 18 months ago when we had a
very strong reminder about just how badly broken the budget proc-
ess was. We did a little better last year, but I don’t think anybody
felt we had a system that was serving us properly or the people of
the United States.

Working with our friends in the Budget Committee and bringing
in a number of members on both sides of the aisle, I think we did
develop a pretty good package last year. It was certainly fairly com-
prehensive. We called it H.R. 853, and the committee acted upon
it, and I think there still is a possibility for some floor action down
the road.

That package did include a number of very significant changes
that served as a benchmark for starting a discussion on how to
change the process for the better, which is part of the purpose of
it, and at that time we said that we had not been able to include
everything in that bill. Obviously in order to get consensus we had
to leave some things out. We did want to find a baseline consensus
with committees of jurisdiction because that is what is necessary
to get legislation passed, and I think 853 is a pretty good effort in
that direction. But we also hope to develop a vehicle that will yield
positive results if brought to a conference with the Senate, and that
added another dimension of compromise.

I remain hopeful that we are going to have a chance to bring
H.R. 853 forward or some of its component parts in some other ve-
hicle as part of a larger discussion about where we are actually
going with the budget process. I don’t think there is any magic in
looking back 30 years and saying, well, what we did 30 years ago
suits the United States and America’s Congress today because I
don’t think it fits, and I am afraid the evidence is before us.

But with regard to the topic at hand today, I look forward to an
informative series of hearings on biennial budgeting. This is obvi-
ously going to be a very profound change in the process, and if it
lives up to its billings, and that is an if, it should improve effi-
ciency, reduce redundancy, boost programmatic oversight and mini-
mize frustration. That is a tall order for any process change, but
I am encouraged by the broad range of Members and experts with-
in this institution and across the country that has concluded that
it is time to give biennial budgeting a try across the board at the
Federal level.

This is not something that has not been discovered in other
areas, and the question is whether it is now appropriate at the
Federal level here.

In my view the time has come to make a change, and I did not
believe that when I started the process. This process has been in-
structive and informative to me, and I am now convinced that it
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is time to make a change. Given the totally predictable but some-
how unavoidable train wrecks, near misses, chaotic late night ses-
sions despite your best efforts to have us meet at normal times and
nearly total public distrust that have come to characterize our an-
nual budget attempts, it does appear that winnowing the process
can be a tonic for what ails us.

I would like to note for the record though, Mr. Chairman, that
I do not believe any one process change on its own magically is
going to right the system, and that is the reason I do this.

Of course, we all know that nothing will substitute for good judg-
ment, plain old—fashioned hard work and an ability to negotiate
and compromise for the good of the order. That is part of our daily
work in trade here. In addition, Mr. Chairman, lest we trade one
set of problems for another in pursuing biennial budgeting, I hope
we will couple any such change with other important process fixes,
including a revamping of the way we budget for emergencies. We
have had a lot of input on that, as you know. I think it is a very
legitimate area. I think the way we talk about strengthening en-
forcement in an effort to put some teeth into making our budget
a legitimate two—step, authorize then appropriate process work the
Waﬂ it was intended are areas to fix that we need to focus on as
well.

Having said all that, I congratulate you again for bringing this
slice of the loaf forward, and I look forward to some good input.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Goss:]
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Statement of Congressman Porter J. Goss,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative and Budget Process

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for taking the initiative to hold these important hearings on a topic of
great interest to many members. As you know, I have spent a good portion of my tenure on the
Rules Committee looking for ways to improve our current budget process which is, put simply,
broken and broken badly.

Working with our friends at the Budget Committee and bringing in members on both sides of the
aisle, we developed a fairly comprehensive package last year -- H.R. 853 -- that this committee
acted upon and that still awaits its chance on the House floor.

That package included a number of very significant changes and served as a benchmark for
starting the discussion of how to change the process for the better. At the time we said that we
had not been able to include everything in that bill — as we sought to find some baseline
consensus among the committees of jurisdiction. We also hoped to develop a vehicle that would
yield positive results if brought to a conference with the senate.

1 remain hopeful that we will have the chance to bring forward H.R. 853 - or its component parts in
some other vehicle if necessary — as part of this larger discussion about “wither the budget
process.”

With regard to the topic at hand today — I look forward to an informative series of hearings on
biennial budgeting. This is a profound change in the process that, if it lives up to its billing,
should improve efficiency, reduce redundancy, boost programmatic oversight and minimize
frustration. That’s a tall order for any process change, but I am encouraged by the broad range of
members and experts within this institution and across the country who have concluded that it’s
time to give biennial budgeting a try across the board at the federal level.

In my view, the time has come to make this change. Given the totally predictable but somehow
unavoidable train wrecks, near misses, chaotic late-night sessions, and nearly total public distrust
that have come 1o characterize our annual budget attempts, it does appear that winnowing the
process can be a tonic for what ails us.

1 would like to note for the record, though, Mr. Chairman, that I do not believe any one process
change can, on its own, magically right all the wrongs in our system.

Of course we all know that nothing will substitute for good judgment, plain old fashioned hard
work and an ability to negotiate and compromise for the good of the order. In addition, Mr.
Chairman, lest we trade one set of problems for another in pursuing biennial budgeting, I hope we
will couple any such change with other important process “fixes” including a revamping of the
way we budget for emergencies, strengthened enforcement and an effort to put some teeth into
making our two-step “authorize-then-appropriate” process work as intended.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



7

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Goss. I know that in
my remarks I mentioned the work that you and others have done
on the overall issue of budget process reform, and I do believe that
is a very important package, and as you know very well, I have
been supportive of it all the way, but I feel very strongly about the
need for us to address this question in light of the fact that we
ha{vg not been able to move 853 as expeditiously as we would have
iked.

Mr. Goss. I would agree, Mr. Chairman. These are not mutually
exclusive efforts.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Moakley.

Mr. MOAKLEY. I don’t have an opening statement, but I note that
44 States had a biennial budget cycle in 1940 and now only 21
have them. The States found that by having biennial budgets it led
to more supplemental budgets and less oversight by the legislature,
and I just think that you are really going in the wrong direction.
I think if we just work the system we have and work it diligently,
we probably could accomplish a lot of things.

As I said, the biennial budget has not led State executives to do
more performance evaluations, nor State legislatures to do more
oversight. States that have shifted from biennial budgets, to an-
nual budgets significantly reduce the need for supplemental appro-
priations. Biennial States still perform substantial annual reviews
to balance their budgets or cede powers to others to make budget
decisions for them in off years.

I think we are out flailing again, and I just think if we try to
work within the budget procedure, no matter what deadline you set
for the budget, we are always going to be up against it. Nobody
ever does things on time. It is always a month after they are sup-
posed to do it. So no matter what you to do in this situation, Mr.
Chairman, I just think it is going to be cosmetic, and I don’t think
it will improve the budget system much, and I have dissenting
views for your report.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moakley follows:]
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Statement of Congressman John Joseph Moakley,
Ranking Member of the Committee on Rules

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your holding these hearings on biennial budgeting. The
purpose of a hearing is to examine a proposal carefully, 1o go a little deeper than the initial shine
and appeal of a new idea, and figure out how it will (or won’t) work. I think that is what we will
do today.

Although we question the value of switching from annual to biennial budgeting, we accept the
wisdom of devoting only one out of every two years studying a new budget reform proposal.

The majority on this committee hold that “biennial budgeting could lead to the most significant
government-wide fiscal management reforms of the last quarter century.” They mistakeniy blame
the annual cycle for three failures:

1. Congress’ failure to meet budget deadlines,
2. Congress’ failure to authorize programs,
3. Congress’ failure to perform serious oversight.

The experience of ihe states -- the laboratories of democracy - tell a different story. The lessons
from state experiences support annual budgeting:

* 44 states had a two-year budget cycle in 1940. Today, only 21 states practice biennial
budgeting. Although Arizona and Connecticut shifted from annual to biennial cycles in the
1990's, the trend is clearly to abandon biennial.

* States with biennial budgets tend to have small or middle-sized budgets. Only one of the
top ten state budgets, Ohio, is biennial. In the off-years, in Ohio, a joint, bipartisan
committee - the Controlling Board - transfers funds between items and across fiscal years
and allocates funds from an “unforseen contingencies” appropriation.

* States with annual budgets tend to spend less per capita than states with biennial budgets.

* States that shifted from biennial budgeting to annual budgets significantly reduced the need
for supplemental appropriations. Biennial states still perform substantial annual reviews to
balance their budgets or cede powers to others to make budget decisions in the off-year.

* Biennial budgeting has not led to state executives doing more performance evaluations nor
state legislatures doing more oversight.

The probiems cited by the majority are real. What we dispute is that a two-year cycle for
budget decisions will alleviate any of those problems.

Moving to a biennial budget cycle will not help us pass budget resolutions on time nor will it
make us less reliant on continuing resolutions. Like most peopie, Members of Congress are
driven to act by deadlines. We reach consensus and compromise only at the last moment.
When the fiscal year began in July, Congress finished the appropriations cycle about one
working month later, just before or just after the August recess. So the start of the fiscal
year was pushed back to October 1 in the late 1970's. We now finish our work on average
in November, still about one month after the deadline. If we were to give ourselves two
years to agree on a budget, it would probably take two years and one month to reach those
agreements. The Congressional Budget Office in its July 1996 testimony before the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee remarked, and we agree, “Given that the underlying
cause of current budgetary pressures is the ongoing conflict over priorities, simply
providing for budgetary action every other year is unlikely to relieve those pressures.”

Biennial budgeting will increase the number of supplemental appropriations biils enacted.
Suppiemental appropriations are not a model of fiscal discipline. Instead Members see
them as Christmas-trees to be filled with emergency ornaments and other delights. As
Louis Fisher notes, in his Fall 1997, Public Budgeting and Finance essay, “Biennial
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Budgeting in the Federal Government,” “compelled to estimate spending for an additional
year, agencies are apt to hedge their bets by including funds to cover unforseen expenses.
The problem of agency padding would be more pronounced under biennial budgeting.” It is
not surprising that states with biennial cycles tend to spend more per capita than states

with annual cycles.

There are serious questions about the accuracy of annual revenue and spending

projections and the economic forecasting upon which they are based. The Congressional
Budget Office, in its January 2000 Budget and Economic Outlook, devotes an entire
chapter to the uncertainties of budget projections. CBO underestimated revenues by more
than 5% in the projections produced in 1996 through 1998. The forecasts CBO produced in
two recession years, 1990 and 1991, overestimated revenues by the same proportion. If
annual prajections present such a challenge, will it be any easier in a two-year cycle?
Based on the root mean square error of CBO and OMB one-year and two-year forecasts,
from 1977 through 1998, of growth rates for national output there is a significant difference
for one-year and two-year revenue projections: on average, one year revenue projections
will deviate in either direction by about $33 billion but the second year projection will
deviate by almost $100 billion.

Many ascribe the difficulties in last year’s budget negotiations to discretionary caps that
were based on outdated projections of the economy. The biennial budget cycle will
guarantee a repeat of last year’s problems. According to the General Accounting Office,
in its July 1996 study “Issues in Biennial Budget Proposals,” “increased difficulty in
forecasting was one of the primary reasons states gave for shifting from biennial to annual
budget cycles.”

There are many reasons Congress fails to enact authorizations and perform serious
oversight but none of them have to do with the budget cycle. For decades, Congress has
had difficulty enacting authorizations. The House has moved away from making
permanent authorizations to re-authorizing programs and agencies annually or periodically.
More important, the policy issues that the authorizing committees must decide are the most
divisive politically, require mediating among many engaged interests, and are of a highly
technical and complicated nature. It takes time to work through the issues, balance all the
interests, and forge a consensus. The banking, securities, and insurance industries were
sharply divided over the direction that financial modernization legislation should go; it took
many years of work, under both Democratic and Republican leadership, as well as the
changing dynamic in the market, before the issues were ripe 1o be resolved. In some areas,
such as foreign policy, it is notoriously difficult to forge a consensus and move a bill.
Changing the timing of budget and appropriations decisions will do nothing to make it easier
to strike a careful balance or persist through the obstacles and knotty problems until the
time is ripe for resolution.

The argument that biennial budgeting will help pass authorization bills is based on the
premise that scarce floor time is devoted instead to budget and appropriations bills each
year. The premise is false. Budget bills do not crowd out authorizations. Ample floor time,
often under open rules, has always been provided for every authorization bill reported from
committee. Moreover, it is difficult to speak of scarce floor time when we are now in the
sixth week of the second session and we have spent 11 days in formal session.

The fact is, biennial budgeting doesn’t save time. States with biennial budgets spend nearly
as much time in the off-year making budget decisions. Either the legislature performs
substantial annual reviews to balance their budgets or the executive branch (or a control
board) has the discretion to make the necessary budget decisions in the off-year.

There are also many reasons that Congress fails to do serious oversight, It is hard work to
do the investigations and hearings that constitute serious programmatic review. Serious
oversight -- the regular, on-going scrutiny of how our laws are implemented and how
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taxpayer dollars are spent - is not sexy. It rarely receives media attention and even more
rarely wins political points at home for the Members who perform the hard work. A
biennial budget cycle will not make the work easier nor the rewards higher.

In fact, biennial budgeting will make it more difficult to do serious oversight. We agree

with the Director of the Congressional Budget Office who said, in her April 1997

testimony before the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, “converting to a biennial
budget cycle would have drawbacks for the budget process related to a loss of budgetary
control and accountability, and might actually weaken oversight.” Biennial budgeting would
increase the power of executive branch bureaucrats giving them a longer leash and two
years worth of money to spend. Giving up the annual appropriations evaluation of agencies
will dramatically weaken congressional control and the ability to do regular review.
Agencies respond to congressional requests and demands in part because of the threat of
annual appropriations action. Biennial budgeting will actually inhibit oversight.

Biennial budgeting doesn’t encourage long-term planning. According to Ronald Snell,
National Conference of State Legislatures, “evidence from states that have changed from
annual to biennial budgeting over the past thirty years fails to support the contention that
biennial budgeting favors long-term planning.” If biennial budgeting is not the panacea it is
held out to be, why do it?

There are still far too many unanswered questions about how a biennial budget process
would work on the national level. Is it wise to shift our entire budget to a biennial cycle?
We respectfully think not.
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The CHAIRMAN. So I will put you down as undecided on this
issue. Mr. Diaz—Balart.

Mr. DiAZ-BALART. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man. This is an important issue obviously, and the legislative proc-
ess obviously fundamentally has the role or should include the role
of, in addition to legislating, overseeing the executive. One of the
reasons I am supportive of this idea and am so pleased that the
committee is going to have an opportunity to study the issue more
in depth is that the oversight role of Congress and also the author-
ization role, which is very much connected I think or should be con-
nected to the oversight role, is not working as well as I think it
could or it should, and I would think that it would probably be the
consensus position that the oversight and the authorization process
also, the authorization process is not working well, and so perhaps
if the authorization committees had more time, and I think that
this structure will permit the authorization committees to have
more time and devote more resources to their function, they could
probably do a better job.

So I am supportive of this concept. I believe that the biennial
budgeting would provide Congress with great opportunities to do
the kind of systematic and regular oversight that is necessary to
ensure the best possible use of the taxpayers’ dollars. So that is
why, Mr. Chairman, I commend you for moving forward on this
and for holding this hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Ms. Pryce.

Ms. PRYCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I came in a little late so
if you want to go on to the others and circle back.

The CHAIRMAN. We will come back to you. Mr. Hastings.

Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also want to com-
mend you and Vice Chairman Goss for the work you have done on
this. I am a very strong proponent of a biennial budget. If you look
at how our process works, we come in in January or February. The
President submits his budget. We go through the process of laying
out what the broad parameters are, and then we get towards the
end of the session, and we are nitpicking over small, little issues,
it seems like, and finally we get done in October or sometimes even
in November and sometimes even December, and we leave here to-
tally exhausted and say, oh, we have done our work. Then we come
back in January and do the same process all over again. It just
seems to me that that is a waste of our resources to go through
that process year after year.

A lot of us have served in our State legislatures I guess maybe
kind of cutting our teeth on this process. Washington State, we do
have a biennial budget, and it has worked really very well. In fact,
because of the rules of our legislature, how it sets up, we have a
fine period of time by which we have to get the process done, and
to be sure, in the off year, we do have supplemental budgets just
like we would have if we had a biennial budget here, but to me it
makes a great deal of sense from an efficiency standpoint to allow
the Congress which has the oversight responsibility of our spending
to have at least another year or have a year that could be confined
to more oversight. I know you have to go through the supplemental
process.
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So I think that the biennial budget is an idea frankly whose time
has come, and I am a strong proponent of that, and once again, I
want to congratulate you for the work that you have done, and
hopefully we can move that this session.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hastings follows:]
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Statement of Congressman Doc Hastings,
Member of the Committee on Rules

Mr. Chairman,

1 appreciate this opportunity to express my support for biennial budgeting legislation. I look
forward to today's hearing and to continued discussions on this issue.

As a member of the Washington State Legislature for 8 years, I have experience with a biennial
budget system. The legislature was required to pass a two-year budget predicting the needs of
the state. It was a daunting task that required patience and foresight. However, this process
provided the legislators with an important opportunity to more thoroughly investigate the uses of
state dollars and oversee state agencies. I believe the Washington State model, as well as the
twenty-three other states that employ similar biennial budgeting, provide important examples for
implementing a biennial budget system at the federal level.

In Congress, we have witnessed many biennial budget proposals over the years. While four
provisions have been enacted into law, a comprehensive biennial budgeting proposal has not been
enacted. In the 106th Congress, there are detailed thorough proposals including the Chairman's
resolution, of which I am an original cosponsor, expressing the Sense of Congress that a biennial
budget and appropriations process should be enacted. With President Clinton supporting the call
for a biennial budget, the climate is ripe to enact this important reform. There are simple reasons
for supporting two-year budgeting. Reasons that make sense from my experience in the
legislature. Biennial budgeting will improve the oversight of federal programs as well as provide
stability and predictability in the budget process.

Congressional oversight

As members of Congress, we have a constitutional and statutory responsibility to oversee the
federal government. I take this responsibility very seriously. With hundreds of programs and
agencies, proper oversight requires extensive time and effort. The annual budget and
appropriations process requires increasingly more time and resources to complete. Even then,
Congress rarely meets the deadlines set for itself in the Budget Act. Lost in this hectic schedule

is the authorization process. In FY 2000 alone, $120.9 billion for 137 unauthorized programs was
provided. Biennial budgeting will allow for timely program reauthorization and detailed oversight
by authorizing committees resulting in a reduction in unauthorized spending. It is vital for
Congress to regularly scrutinize federal programs to eliminate unnecessary federal spending,
more closely evaluate program performance, highlight successful programs and ensure executive
compliance with congressional intent. Biennial budgeting would accomplish this.

Stability and Predictability

The budget and appropriations process has increasingly become a never ending cycle with little
time for oversight. Biennial budgeting would give Congress an opportunity to complete our work
in a more rationale manner. State and local government programs, private organizations and
American taxpayers rely on federal spending. Yet under the current annual appropriations
process, those receiving government funds do not know from year to year exactly what level of
resources will be available to them. This leads to inefficiencies and less effective management.
Biennial budgeting would offer a new level of predictability in the budget process. Finally, a
two-year system would result in economic benefits to the American taxpayer. With fewer
unexpected changes in tax and spending policies, Congress can reduce disruptions in spending
that affect both the private and public sectors.

I recognize that there are several other benefits of biennial budgeting. However, I believe the
most important cumulative benefit of a two-year budget process will be a return to betier
government and trust in the work we do here. We need to use this opportunity to restore faith in
our government. Biennial budgeting brings greater efficiency and accountability to our federal
government and gives Congress and the President the ability to serve Americans in a more
responsive manner.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Reynolds.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be
part of the committee that is holding this timely hearing. As a
former legislator and legislative leader in New York, a State which
also conducts annual budgeting, I experienced a yearly frustration
with the budget process long before coming to Congress. New
York’s budget process annually ties up the State legislature for
months at a time, holding all other legislation virtually hostage.
For the last 16 years New York has failed to produce a budget on
time. That was my entire 10 years within State legislature.

That background combined with my first experience with the
Federal budget last year, as a freshman member of Congress, has
convinced me more than ever that biennial budgeting is one of the
best alternatives available to improving the Federal budget proc-
ess. A biennial budget would allow Congress to more carefully and
deliberately sort through all of the funding priorities and obliga-
tions but to do so only once during the Congress. That would allow
a second session to focus on equally important concerns that unfor-
tunately because of our current budget process often fall by the
wayside, such as government oversight, reform and management.

I look forward to the testimony of speaker Hastert and my other
colleagues in the House.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Reynolds follows:]
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Stat t of Cuugx Tom Reynolds,
Member of the Committee on Rules

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I'm pleased the Committee is holding this very timely hearing. As a
former state legislator in and legislative leader in New York, a state that conducts annual
budgeting, I experienced the yearly frustration with the budget process long before coming 10
Congress. New York’s budget annually ties-up the state legislature for months at a time, holding
all other legislation virtually hostage.

That background, combined with my first experience with the federal budget last year as a
freshman Member of Congress, has convinced me more than ever that biennial budgeting is one
of the best alternatives available to improving the federal budget process.

A biennial budget would allow Congress to more carefully and deliberately sort through all of the
funding priorities and obligations - but to do so once during a Congress.

That would allow the second session to focus on equally important concerns that unfortunately,
because of our current budget process, often fall by the wayside: such as government oversight,
reform and management.

1 look forward to the testimony of Speaker Hastert and my other Colleagues in the House, Thank
you Mr, Chairman.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Reynolds. Ms. Pryce.

Ms. PRYCE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The CHAIRMAN. I am not the Speaker, Chairman.

Ms. PrYCE. Excuse me, I got mixed up because the Speaker just
came in. Mr. Chairman, you never know, some day. Some day in
the future. I am sorry. Mr. Chairman, I support—.

The CHAIRMAN. Time has expired.

Ms. PrRYCE. I will put my statement in the record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Pryce follows:]



17

Statement of Congresswoman Deborah Pryce,
Member of the Committee on Rules

Mr. Chairman, first, I want to thank you for holding this hearing to start a more formal dialogue
on the issue of biennial budgeting. This is an issue that I have long supported, and which I believe
has significant support among the membership in the House. I know that out of the many budget
process reforms this committee has considered, the one that seems to resonate most among our
Republican colleagues is a two-year budget process.

From my perspective, the greatest value to be found in biennial budgeting is the time that we
could save and devote to other worthwhile legislative initiatives or programmatic oversight. As my
colleagues know, the annual budget process begins at the beginning of February with the
submission of the President’s budget and does not end until September 30th, if we actually
complete our work by the end of the fiscal year. Unfortunately, we often do not meet that goal,
and the budget process drags on through October and the months beyond. Then Congress goes
home for the holidays only to return to the beginning of a new budget cycle. The countless hours
spent on the budget, from analysis, to committee hearings, to floor consideration is really
overwhelming. If we had a budget-free year during each Congress, we could spend this time
making sure the programs we are funding actually work. Our focus could shift from solutions that
call for spending more or cutting funds to reforms based on the management and design of
programs. I think it is telling that in fiscal year 2000, $121 billion in appropriations were provided
to 137 programs whose authorizations had expired. We simply do not have the time to analyze
and update programs to ensure they are effective.

In my State of Ohio, biennial budgeting has been in place for many years. Yesterday, I received a
letter from the Governor of Ohio, Bob Taft, who explains the benefits of Ohio’s two-year
process. (I would like to submit Governor Taft’s letter for the record.) The first point he makes is
that the biennial budget process allows more time for consideration of other important policy
issues and oversight. The State also has found that less budget staff is required, agencies benefit
from long-term planning, and new programs are given a chance to work and produce results
before the administrators are asking for more money. As one of the larger states that have
implemented a two-year budget process, I hope we can take some lessons from Ohio’s
experience.

Again, let me thank the Chairman and his staff for organizing this hearing. I look forward to the
testimony of my colleagues who have put much time and effort into advancing this cause.
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The CHAIRMAN. We are going to read that one.

Ms. PrRYCE. And along with it, if you would be so kind, I have
a letter from our Governor Bob Taft. In Ohio, we have biennial
budgeting, and he supports it strongly, and I will put that in the
record as well, and I now yield back. Thank you.

[The information follows:]



* Bom TAFT
GOVERNOR
STATE OF OHIO

February 15, 2000

The Honorable Deborah Pryce
U.S. House of Representatives

221 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Hyu:

I am writing this letter to convey a few of the positive aspects that I see from budgeting
on a biennial basis in Ohio. The State of Ohio uses & biennial budget process for both the
operating and capital budget and the process has proven to be successful for many years.
Some of the positive aspects of biennial budgeting in Ohio are as follow:

* The biennial budget process reduces the time focused on budget issues and
allows more time for consideration of other important policy issues. More
time is available for evaluation and oversight of spending, programs, and
other issues. Agencies spend less time preparing budget requests and the
Administration and General Assembly spend less time reviewing budgets.

» In Chio, the use of a biennial budget has translated into a smaller budget staff
than otherwise would be néeded if the budget were prepared on an annual
basis, & potential cost saving.

» The biennial budget process provides the opportun.ity for agencies to do more
long-term budget and program planning. It requires the Administration and
the General Assembly to look seriously at the economic, revenue and
spending forecasts, upon which the budget depends, due to their potential
impact or consequences on the proposed -budget. This is especially true since
Ohio must enact and maintain a balanced budget.

* InOhio, there are two separate budget processes: the operating budget and the
capital budget. By using the biennial budget process, Ohio is able to alternate
the two budget processes into different years. This allows the Administration
and the General Assembly to concentrate on the budget process at hand.

77 SOUTH HIGH STREET * 30TH FLOOR * COLUMBUS, OHIC 43215-6117 + 614.466.3555 - PAX: GIL.AGS.Ol.ll
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The Honorable Deborah Pryce
February 15, 2000

Page 2

*  Another a&vamage of using e biennial budget process comes into play when a

new program is established or an existing program is expanded. Witha
biennial budget, program administrators have the two years to get the progrem
implemented and established, Program administrators may not feel as rushed
into making decisions because of the pressure to have the program fully
implemented within a year. Without this pressure, better decisions may be
made. Furthermore, when the new or expanded program comes up for review
during the next budget cycle, there is more data available and, though limited,
some history on the program operations that might not exist if the program
were being evaluated on an annual basis.

Finally, for those entities that receive funding from the state, such as county
and local governments, the two-yeer budget cycle allows them to plan their
activities in accordance with projected revenue from state sources and
therefore provides stability and predictability to their operations.

The biennial budget process works well in Ohio. Hopefully my insights into this process
will be helpful as Congress considers using biennial budgeting at the federal level.

Sincerely,

AR

Governor Bob faft
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, Governor Taft’s letter will ap-
pear in the record, and I would like to say that our colleague Tony
Hall also made a comment to me about the fact that you have that
in Ohio and that Governor Taft is strongly supportive of that.

I am very pleased to recognize as our first witness for this very
important hearing Speaker Hastert. At the beginning of the 106th
Congress, Speaker Hastert and I and others sat down and talked
about the importance of programmatic and policy oversight, and
that is a very important responsibility which the United States
Congress has, and the Speaker has been very diligent in pursuing
that, and I am pleased that he joined as a cosponsor of the resolu-
tion that we introduced last year. Biennial budgeting clearly can do
an awful lot to enhance the oversight issue which is a priority for
all of us.

We are very happy to recognize you, Mr. Speaker, and look for-
ward to your statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. J. DENNIS HASTERT, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. HASTERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And it is an honor to
be here, Mr. Moakley, members of the Rules Committee.

First of all, I want to take just a minute and thank you for your
hard work. There are a lot of committees that do diligent work day
in and day out to make this process work, but we ask you to do
a little extra. You have weird hours from time to time to make sure
that the rules get out in a timely basis so that we can move the
bills to the floor, and many times those hours are after everybody
else’s hours. So I just want to say, first of all, we commend you for
the job that you do and the ability to move the rules out to get the
job done and appreciate that very much. I know it is sometimes
above and beyond this task that we do.

If you will excuse me, I want to read the testimony today because
I think there are some important points that I want to make sure
we are precise about in this legislation. As the House was conclud-
ing the appropriations cycle at the end of the last year, you, Mr.
Chairman, along with Chairman Young of Florida and other Mem-
bers of the committee on a bipartisan basis, introduced a resolution
calling for the Congress to enact a biennial budget in the second
session of the 106th Congress. Mr. Chairman, I recommend that
this happen, and I commend you for initiating this inquiry and be-
ginning a public dialogue on this subject.

The current budget process doesn’t work well, and we needed to
fix it. Since I became Speaker last year, I have emphasized the
need for Congress to do its job under the Constitution, and I have
used the word over and over again, regular order. That puts the
faith in committees like yours and others to get their jobs done and
do it in the process that the Constitution and rules of this House
laid out. The public respects us when we get our work done, when
we produce a good work product and we do it in an incredible fash-
ion.

When I came to Congress I was not sure if I would ever see a
balanced budget in this town. Matter of fact, some people laughed
at me when I talked about balancing the budget, and it was some-
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thing that didn’t seem that would ever happen, but we are fortu-
nate now to live in a time of budget surpluses. These budget sur-
pluses have been created by hardworking Americans, people that
go to work every day, people who invest and people with good
ideas, but they are also the result of positive legislation enacted by
the Congress and by the President in recent years.

However, despite the positive budget forecasts, we continue to do
our business under antiquated budget rules and procedures. It has
become clear that we can’t do our jobs with current cumbersome
budget systems in place and every year the appropriations process
consumes a great deal of our time with numerous and lengthy de-
bates and often repetitive votes, and sometimes if you have been
around here for a dozen years or so, and you listen to the argument
year after year after year, it seems sometimes like the movie
Groundhog’s Day. It is the same argument, it is the same debate,
it is the same people.

Appropriations are obviously consumed with grinding their bills
through committee, to the floor, the Senate and seemingly never
ending conferences with the other body and all too often these con-
ferences in particular are consumed with nonbudget, nonappropria-
tions policy issues. This of course soaks up the time of congres-
sional leaders, executive branch, budget experts, appropriators and
of course authorizers whose laws these amendments often affect.

A biennial budget process would free up more time on the cal-
endar for thorough consideration of authorizing measures. Under
House rules, appropriation bills must conform to authorizing legis-
lation, but all too often we dispense with those rules because the
authorization bills don’t get enacted. We need to restore the power
and the purpose of the authorizing committees.

Mr. Chairman, I served on an authorizing committee, several of
them in the House, and observed firsthand the difficulty of moving
bills through the House and getting them considered in the Senate.
Sometimes it is frustrating and hard work, and I am sure most au-
thorizing chairmen are used to the thing that says get your bills
done early or you are going to have to be behind the appropriation
bills as they move through the House and to the conferences. If we
have a biennial budget process, the authorizing committees won’t
have to get behind the appropriators as often as they do now.

The House, through its committee system, must also do a better
job of conducting programmatic oversight and management of the
vast accounts of the U.S. Government. One of the powers of the
Congress is the power of the purse, and we need to ensure that we
have a system in place which allows us to carefully scrutinize the
programs we fund, and I can say probably one of the most produc-
tive experiences I have had in my congressional career is sitting on
an oversight committee and making sure that the branches of gov-
ernment do the job, and I have to say in a bipartisan basis there
were a lot of good things that we were able to put together and
]ronove through and to make sure that this government could run

etter.

Biennial budgeting would give congressional committees the abil-
ity to devote more time and resources to programmatic oversight,
and this must be a thorough and ongoing process. I have found
that it is the most successful when conducted also in a bipartisan
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manner. Mr. Chairman, another area a biennial budget process
would improve upon the current system would be in the area of
budgeting for emergencies.

I am sure many of the members here remember the Mississippi
flood situation of 1993 and the difficulty of moving the supple-
mental appropriations for flood relief through the Congress. Other
natural disasters occur and create pressures to move expensive leg-
islation quickly. Unanticipated military operations such as our
intervention last year in Kosovo also created the need for supple-
mental appropriation bills during the fiscal year. Biennial budg-
eting would force the Congress and the President to plan ahead for
unanticipated needs.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Government should allow the model of
23 States who have a biennial budget cycle to go forward. The
President’s budget just 2 weeks ago recommended that the Con-
gress enact a biennial budget. Your sense of Congress resolutions
in support of biennial budgeting has garnered support of almost
250 members of the House, which spans the ideological spectrum
and includes authorizers and appropriators. I urge you to use your
expertise in the rules and the procedures of Congress to work with
the House Budget Committee and with the Senate to continue to
work on a bipartisan fashion and produce a biennial budget pack-
age for the House to consider.

I know there are some other questions out there, the questions
of the whole idea of being able to move a tax bill in the second year
and the issues of how you deal with the Senate rules, but I think
those issues could be worked out. That is why it is important you
not only work in a bipartisan basis but I think also on this issue
in a bicameral basis.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your opportunity to appear before
you today. I am greatly honored and thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Speaker Hastert follows:]
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Statement of Congressman J. Dennis Hastert,
Speaker of the House

“Mr. Chairman, Mr. Moakley, and Members of the Rules Committee — Thank you for asking me
to open your important hearings on biennial budgeting.

"First I would like to commend the Members of this Committee for their diligent service to the
House in moving bills to the floor on an almost daily basis. 1 understand the Committee has
strange hours, and you are sometimes tempted 10 just lock the door, but the House is grateful for
your service.

"As the House was concluding the appropriations cycle at the end of last year, you Mr Chairman,
along with Chairman Young of Florida, and other Members of this Committee on a bipartisan
basis, introduced a resolution calling on the Congress to enact a biennial budget process in the
second session of the 106th Congress.

"Mr. Chairman, I commend you for initiating this inquiry and beginning a public dialogue on this
subject. The current budget process is broken, and we need to fix it.

"Since I became Speaker last year, I have emphasized the need for Congress to do its job under
the Constitution. The public respects us when we get our work done on time and in a credible
fashion.

"When 1 came to Congress, I was not sure if 1 would ever see a balanced budget in this town.
We are fortunate to live now in a time of budget surpluses. These budget surpluses have been
created by hard-working Americans, investors, and are also the result of positive legislation
enacted by the Congress and the President in recent years. However, despite the positive budget
forecasts, we continue to do business under antiquated budget rules and procedures.

"It has become clear that we can't do our jobs with the current cumbersome budget system in
place. Every year, the appropriations process consumes  great deal of our time, with numerous
and lengthy debates, and often repetitive votes.

" Appropriators are obviously consumed with grinding their bills through committee, the floor, the
Senate, and seemingly never-ending conferences with the other body.

"All too often, these conferences in particular are consumed with non-budget, non-appropriations
policy issues. This, of course, soaks up the time of congressional leaders, executive branch budget
experts, appropriators, and of course, authorizers whose laws these amendments often effect.

“A biennial budget process would free up more time on the calendar for thorough consideration of
authorizing measures.

"Under House rules, appropriations bills must conform to authorizing legislation. But all too often,
we dispense with those rules because the authorization bills don't get enacted. We need to restore
the power and the purpose of the authorizing committees.

"Mr. Chairman, I served on authorizing committees in the House and 1 have observed first hand
the difficulty of moving bills through the House and getting them considered in the Senate. It is
frustrating and hard work. I am sure most authorizing chairmen are used to hearing the phrase,
"get in line behind the appropriators” when they ask the leadership for floor time in both the
House and the Senate.

“If we have a biennial budget process, the authorizing committees won't have to get behind the
appropriators anymore.
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"The House through its commitiee system must also do a better job of conducting programmatic
oversight and management of the vast accounts of the U.S. government. One of the powers of
Congress is the power of the purse, and we need 1o ensure that we have a system in place, which
allows us 1o carefully scrutinize the programs we fund.

"Programmatic oversight is a critical feature of Congress’ funding and lawmaking process. Ina
bipartisan manner, it allows us to shine the spotlight on how and where the executive branch is
spending the money we appropriate.

"Biennial budgeting would give congressional committees the ability to devote more time and
resources to programmatic oversight. This must be a thorough and ongoing process, and | have
found that it is most successful when conducted in a bipartisan manner.

"Mr. Chairman, another area that a biennial budget process would improve the current system
would be in the area of budgeting for emergencies. I am sure many of the Members here
remember the catastrophic Mississippi River flood from 1993, and the difficulty of moving the
supplemental appropriations for flood relief through the Congress. Other natural disasters occur,
and create pressure to move expensive legislation quickly. Unanticipated military operations, such
as our intervention in Kosovo last year, also create the need for supplemental appropriations bills
during the fiscal year, Biennial budgeting would force the Congress and the President to plan
ahead for unanticipated needs.

“Mr, Chairman, the U.S. government should follow the model of 23 states who have a biennial
budget cycle.

“The President’s budpet, just two weeks ago, recommended that the Congress enact biennial
budgeting. Your sense of congress resolution in support of biennial budgeting has garnered the
support of 244 Members of the House, which spans the ideological spectrum and includes
authorizers and appropriators.

*I urge you to use your expertise in the rules and procedures of Congress, work with the House
Budget Committee and with the Senate, continue to work in a bipartisan fashion, and produce a
biennial budget package for the House to consider.

"Mr Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before your committee today.”
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are greatly honored. As I said
before you arrived, this is the first time since you have been Speak-
er that you have testified before a congressional committee, and I
think this is a very important issue to address because, as you stat-
ed so well, you want to proceed with regular order and you want
to make sure this budget process works, and your support of our
effort here is very much appreciated, and I think that the commit-
ment that you have made to expand programmatic and policy over-
sight is enhanced greatly by your testimony and your commitment
to support of this effort.

So I just want you to know how much I appreciate that person-
ally, and we are going to continue working on a bicameral basis.
I have been working closely with Senator Domenici on this and also
a bipartisan basis, too. We have the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, who is going to be following you with testimony,
and many Democrats have joined in working with us on it, too. So
we appreciate that.

Mr. Goss.

Mr. Goss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Speaker, it is a pleasure
that you are here for us, and I very much appreciate you putting
the weight of your office behind this. This is something I think we
need to do. Those of us who have been studying it for a number
of years may be a little slower to getting to the same position you
achieved on this issue. I am there now. I think we have a lot of
bedrock testimony. We have certainly canvassed a lot of Members.
There is much discussion. I think you have come to the right con-
clusion.

The only question I would have is do you feel in your role as the
Speaker of the House that you will be able to help us bridge the
gap with the other body and get the same kind of leadership sup-
port that we are getting here? We know we have what we call bed-
rock support over there, but I don’t know that we have enough at
the top.

Mr. HASTERT. Well, first of all, yes, I will work with leadership
on the other side of the Rotunda. I think they have some legitimate
questions about reconciliation and how you deal with those issues
in an off budget year for the situation. I think we need to address
that, find ways that are satisfactory to both bodies, but I think
there is some enthusiasm, and I think we need to work very dili-
gently on both sides of the Rotunda to make sure that this thing
works. It can’t be something done here and not done on the other
side of the Rotunda.

Mr. Goss. Thank you very much. I know we are going to need
your help.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Moakley.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Speaker, it is nice to have you before the com-
mittee.

Mr. HASTERT. It is always an honor to appear before you, sir.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Couple of things that bother me, but one thing
that bothers me is Ohio is the only big 10 State that has got a bi-
ennial budget, and since 1940 over 20 States have changed from
biennial to annual because of the influx of supplemental budgets
that keep coming up, and they don’t have enough chance for over-
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sight. So I was wondering, you know, since the direction seems to
go in the other way, why you feel it is a good idea to go biennial.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman would yield, I think it is impor-
tant to note that Texas has biennial. It is not a big 10 State but
it is a big State.

Mr. MOAKLEY. But I said a big 10 State. Now you know what I
have to put up with here. Half truths.

The CHAIRMAN. He is surviving well.

Mr. HASTERT. Let me just say that since I have been in the Con-
gress, since 1987, I think every year we have had a supplemental,
even when we do an annual budget. I always believed that if you
would work a little harder at the beginning and try to set aside
and have the ability to address a rainy day fund or whatever type
of way you would do that, and I am not the budget expert, the
Budget Committee working with you can do that, but I think there
are ways to anticipate that. Plus the fact, we have supplementals
every time you turn around here as the way it is, and I think we
have been able to handle those supplementals, but so many times
I know that frustration that well, you know, if we can’t get it done
we will just stick it in the supplemental.

I think this will give us the discipline to try to look through a
2—year span of time, try to put the needs of the government in per-
spective, and if there is an emergency, then we can move forward.
It doesn’t prohibit us from moving a supplemental, but you know,
we have those supplementals today. Sometimes we even see last
year on both sides of the aisle, ours including your side of the aisle,
we add on to the supplementals in ways that years ago would have
made your head spin.

Mr. MOAKLEY. That is what I am afraid of, that a bill like this
would just add to the supplementals and you know how they get
that Christmas tree look and more things are hung up and it pro-
vides more chaos for the legislative body.

Mr. HASTERT. My reply to that is that I think probably you are
warranted in your concerns on this, but we do have a supplemental
process today. Every time we turn around, we have two or three
supplementals a year which slows down our appropriation process
to be able to get anything done. I know it slowed it down last year,
and I think if we can move this process through with one major
appropriation bill every Congress or process every Congress and
then we can have some time to deal with the supplementals if they
occur, but we need to anticipate what the needs are ahead of time,
and it will give us the discipline to do that.

You know that is all theory. I have learned a long time ago in
this business sometimes theory and practice don’t come together.
So I appreciate your concerns. I am not discounting them. I think
maybe this is a possibility to do it a better way, and I would hope
that we explore it and have the testimony on it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Moakley. Ms. Pryce.

Ms. PRYCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me take this oppor-
tunity to reassure everybody that I know the difference between
our chairman and our Speaker, and they both do a fine job on that
and may they continue in those jobs years and years and years to
come.
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Mr. Speaker, thank you for your support. This is an issue that
will affect everything we do around here. It is so important that
we examine it carefully. We in the Rules Committee have been
looking at it through the years, and I have been working with Mr.
Goss and his subcommittee, and it is something we should proceed
with carefully, but it is wonderful to know that we have the sup-
port of your office.

I worked with you on committee projects in the oversight area
before when I first came to Congress, and I know how very impor-
tant that is to you and to us as a body, and I believe very strongly
that this will give us the opportunity to do more of that, which is
just as important as the legislative work we do.

So thank you very much for your support. I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Diaz—Balart.

Mr. DiAz—BALART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker, appreciate you coming here and honoring us and also ap-
preciate your support and agree with you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hastings.

Mr. HASTINGS. I just want to add my thanks to you, Mr. Speaker,
for being here and supporting this because this is clearly when you
look at the tradition of policy, and this is a huge change from the
past. I congratulate you for being out in front.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Sessions.

Mr. SESsIONS. Chairman, thank you. Speaker, I also want to
thank you and say that I am delighted that through your leader-
ship we have another example of a bipartisan approach solving the
problems of Congress, and I appreciate your leadership. Chairman,
I would also ask unanimous consent that my opening statement be
included in the record.

[The statement of Mr. Sessions follows:]
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Stat t of Congr Pete Sessi N
Member of the Committee on Rules

1 am pleased that the Rules Committee is meeting today 1o consider an important measure that I
believe will improve efficiency and reduce the amount of tax dollars the Federal Government
consumes.

As Chairman of the Results Caucus, I am constantly looking for ways to reduce waste and
mismanagement in Government. Clearly, biannual budgeting is consistent with these principals.

Undoubtedly, establishing a two-year budget process and appropriation cycle would cause a sea
change in the way Congress and government agencies approach funding.

Enacting biannual budgeting will also decrease public cynicism about government. Currently,
Congress and the Administration begin budget negotiations for the next year as soon as the
complete negotiations for the previous year. This process is confusing for the public and often
creates a mad year-end rush where politics often trumps sound policy. Biannual budgeting will
reduce the number of year-end train wrecks, which reflect negatively on the institution,
particularly in election years.

I am a strong supporter of biannual budgeting and 1 was pleased to work with Chairman Dreier to
secure 244 cosponsors for H.Res. 396 calling for Congress to enact biannual budgeting.

1 look forward to the testimony by the distinguished panel today.
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will appear in the record.
Mr. Reynolds.

Mr. REYNOLDS. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Mr. Speaker, thank you
very much for being here. We appreciate your support and your
thoughtful testimony and look forward to continuing to work with
you on this issue. Thank you.

Now, we are very pleased to recognize the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations, the man who joined with
me as a lead cosponsor of the resolution introduced in the waning
days of the first session of the 106th Congress, and Chairman
Young, we are happy to have you and look forward to your testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. C. W. BILL YOUNG, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. YouNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I appre-
ciate the lead you have taken on this issue. If I could add a per-
sonal comment to my friend, Mr. Moakley, I did not bring my cell
phone this time.

The CHAIRMAN. So Beverly will not be calling you.

Mr. YOUNG. I don’t think so. We still have a few minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I was first elected to the Congress in 1970 and
came here in the 92nd Congress. We did not have a budget resolu-
tion at that time. We did not have a Budget Committee. We did
have a lot of big spending. If a Member could convince the Appro-
priations Committee to spend, we spent. But we had continuing
resolutions even back then. We had supplementals even back then.
At one point we changed the time of the fiscal year. Rather than
beginning July 1 we made it begin on October 1. That might have
been a plus. Sometimes I wonder about that. But anyway we even-
tually adopted a budget resolution process. We now have a Budget
Committee. We have all these safeguards now and our national
debt has gotten considerably larger since that happened. We still
continue to have continuing resolutions and we still have
supplementals. So that didn’t solve the problem. So I am happy
that you are taking the lead in considering a different approach to
the budget process and primarily the biennial budget approach.

So it is a pleasure to be here to give you my thoughts on this
biennial budgeting, and, Mr. Chairman, you and I have discussed
this many times in person so we pretty well know what each oth-
er’s ideas are. But for the benefit of the committee, let me say the
fiscal year 2001 budget is the 27th budget that I will have worked
on since I began serving on the Appropriations Committee. During
nearly every one of those budgets my committee was either rushed
for time or was late in completing its work or both. This year we
received the budget in early February. By that time over one-third
of the fiscal year was already gone, and we now have less than 8
months to get all the appropriations bills enacted.

We are supposed to receive the overall allocation against which
we mark up our appropriations bills by April 15th, and I don’t need
to provide the history of how many times Congress has not been
able to meet that deadline for a budget resolution. The record is
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very bad. In some years we haven’t even had a budget resolution.
The reason has been it is hard to do a budget resolution given the
conflicting priorities that are inherent in the effort and the fact
that we have had a divided government for most of the recent past.

Even if we get a budget resolution completed by April 15th, we
still would have less than 5-1/2 months left to get our appropria-
tions work done. I have brought a poster I would like to show to
you. If you look at this chart, this shows the 12 months of the year,
but instead of starting in January the chart starts with October be-
cause that is the beginning of the fiscal year. October is red be-
cause October is gone. November is red, it is gone. December is red,
it is gone. January is gone. It is red. February, well, we are past
the 15th now. We were on the 15th when we colored this one up,
but starting tomorrow, the 17th, we are not going to be in session,
across here, across here. We will be in session here. We will not
be in session on these blue days. Look at the blue marks there, the
House will not be in session and committees will be scattered and
Members will be scattered.

Now, we are supposed to get this year, and I am satisfied the
leadership will do this, a budget resolution by March the 15th and
that is good news for us as appropriators, but let us say we get it
March the 15th. If we get the budget resolution March the 15th,
look at how much time is gone before the appropriators can actu-
ally begin to get their work because I can’t assign 302(b) allocations
to the 13 subcommittees until I get a 302(a) allocation from the
budget resolution. So you see what happens here, and look at all
of the blue space when there will be no sessions here. So we can’t
bring bills to the floor.

Now, with that limited amount of time, we have to do 13 regular
bills, plus whatever supplementals we have, and then deal with not
only getting them through the House but through the Senate and
with the President.

As you can see by the calendar, that would leave only 6-1/2
months for our appropriations work. That is better but it is not
enough. I think we need more time than this to develop and enact
appropriations bills because one of the reasons that the Appropria-
tions Committee goes into so much depth on appropriations is we
are to provide oversight to determine if the money is being spent
properly, if there has been adequate justification to prove that we
actually need this amount of money because we don’t want to
spend any more money than is absolutely necessary.

And I believe that biennial budgeting legislation should be devel-
oped to provide additional time for Congress to consider appropria-
tions bills and to give us more time to provide that oversight. How
many times have we passed appropriations bills and then read in
the newspaper a month later or 6 months later that such and such
a project was in there and no one claims to know how it got there.
Well, sometimes we don’t know how it got there, but it got there
because we didn’t have the time to devote as much as we should
to the oversight.

Now, the legislation you consider, is this the total answer, do we
have the final plan? Probably not but we have to start somewhere,
and whether this means shoving the date for budget submissions
back earlier, shortening the time for development of a budget reso-



32

lution or moving the beginning of the fiscal year ahead as was done
in the *70s or a combination of all of these, it is something we need
to consider in order to make the proper decision. But we need more
time for the appropriations process so that we don’t get to the end
of the fiscal year, negotiating with the President, whoever that
President might be, leaving Congress in a real bind, not having
adequate time to negotiate because the fiscal year is running out
and the threat of closing down the government is hanging over our
head.

While doing this might seem like we are taking more time on ap-
propriations rather than less, which is one of the assumed goals of
biennial budgeting, we would really be freeing up legislative time.
This is because even though we need more time during the year
for appropriations, we would only have a major appropriations ef-
fort every other year. The off years would be devoted to oversight
and authorizing work plus fine tuning of the appropriations bills
passed the year before.

While my main reason for looking at biennial budgeting is to get
more time for the appropriations process, one of the stated reasons
of others I have heard has been to give more time for oversight ac-
tivities by our authorizers because oftentimes appropriations are
ahead of the authorizers, which is not what our system intended.
One of the reasons appropriations takes so much time is because
so many programs are not authorized at the time we consider their
appropriations. So then we get hit with the controversial legislative
issues that are inappropriately included in appropriations bills
rather than authorizing bills where they should be.

I strongly believe that any biennial budgeting legislation should
not only address the budget schedule of the Congress but also the
authorizing process. If all that biennial budgeting achieves is a 2—
year appropriations cycle, we will be as bad off with the 2—year
bills as we are with the 1-year bills. We need multiyear authoriza-
tions and we need them in advance of the consideration of appro-
priations bills in order for biennial appropriations to work. While
biennial budgeting will give additional time for oversight by au-
thorizing committees, they must develop and enact authorizing leg-
islation with this extra time so that appropriations bills do not be-
come the vehicles for every controversial issue before the Congress.

I want this committee to know that the Appropriations Com-
mittee also does a lot of oversight. We will continue to do a lot
under a biennial budgeting calendar. I think it would be good for
authorizing committees to do more as well. They need to use the
information they learn to review and modify the permanent legisla-
tion that is on the books and to pass authorizations to appropriate.
Requirements to bring this about should be included in any bien-
nial budgeting legislation.

I have also heard that biennial budgeting legislation might be-
come the vehicle for other budget process reform. I want to make
sure this committee understands that we need reform that will
serve the American taxpayer better. I would urge you to be very
careful not to load up any biennial budgeting legislation with other
controversial budget process legislation. Support for and success of
any biennial legislation may well be contingent on what else, if
anything, might be included in this legislation.
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For the reasons I have outlined, I believe that now is a good time
to look at implementing biennial budget legislation. I urge the com-
mittee to hear from a broad range of experts on the matter, listen
to their concerns and see if we can improve the budget and Appro-
priations process.

I thank you very much for your generosity with your time, Mr.
Chairman. I have completed my statement.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Young follows:]
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Statement of Congressman C.W. Bill Young (R-FL)

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before your panel to give you my thoughts on biennial
budgeting.

The fiscal year 2001 budget is the 27th budget I will have worked on since I began serving on the
Appropriations Committee. During nearly every one of those budgets, my committee was either
rushed for time or was late in completing its work or both. We receive the budget in early
February. By this time, over one-third of the fiscal year is gone, and we have less than eight
months to get all the appropriations bills enacted.

My committee is supposed to receive its overall allocation against which we mark up our
appropriations bills by April 15th. T am not going to provide the history of how many times the
Congress has been able to do that, but the record is very bad. The reason is that it’s hard todo a
budget resolution given the conflicting priorities that are inherent in the effort and the fact that we
have had a divided government for most of the recent past. Even if we got a budget resolution
completed by April 15th, we have less than five and one-half months left to get our work done.

This year we are trying to get the budget resolution done by March 15th. As you can see by the
calendar, that would leave still only six and one-half months for appropriations. This would be
better, but may not be enough.

I think we need more time than this to develop and enact appropriations bills. This is why we
should take a look at how biennial budgeting might help us.

1 believe that any biennial budgeting legislation should be developed to provide additional time for
Congress to consider appropriations bills. Whether this might mean moving the date for budget
submission back, shortening the time for development of a budget resolution, or moving the
beginning of the fiscal year ahead or a combination of all of these, I don’t have a preference. 1

just feel that we need more time for the appropriations process.

While doing this might seem like we’re taking more time on appropriations rather than less, which
is one of the assumed goals of biennial budgeting, we would really be freeing up legislative time.
This is because even though we need more time during a year for appropriations, we would only
have a major appropriations effort every other year. The off years would be devoted to oversight
and authorizing work plus some fine tuning of the appropriations bills we passed the year before.

While my main reason for looking at biennial budgeting is to get more time for the appropriations
process, one of the stated reason of others I have heard has been to give more time for oversight
and authorizing activities. One of the reasons appropriations takes so much time is because so
many programs are unauthorized at the time we consider appropriations for them. The
controversial legislative issues get inappropriately included in appropriations bills rather than
authorizing bills. 1 strongly believe that any biennial budgeting legislation should not only address
the budget schedule of the Congress, but also the authorization process. If all that biennial
budgeting achieves is a two year appropriations cycle, we will be as bad off with the two year
appropriations bills as we are with the one year bills.

We need multi-year authaorizations, and we need them in advance of the consideration of
appropriations bills in order for biennial appropriations to work. While biennial budgeting will give
additional time for oversight by authorizing committees, they must develop and get enacted
authorizing legislation with this extra time.

I want this committee to know that the Appropriations Committee also does a lot of oversight.
‘We will continue to do a lot under a biennial budgeting calendar. I think it would be good for the
authorizing committees to do more, too. But, they need to use the information they learn to review
and modify the permanent legislation that’s on the books and to pass authorizations to appropriate.
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Requiremenis to bring this about should be included in any biennial budgeting legislation.

I have also heard that biennial budgeting legislation might become the vehicle for other budget
process reform. I want to make sure this committee understands that we need reform that will
serve the American taxpayer better. I would urge you to be very careful not to load up any
biennial budgeting legislation with other controversial budget process legislation. Support for and
the success of any biennial legislation may well be contingent on what else, if anything, might be
included in this legislation.

For the reasons I outlined, I believe that now is a good time to look at implementing biennial
jegislation. 1 urge the committee to hear from a broad range of experts on the matter. Listen to
their concerns and see if we can improve the budget and appropriations process.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

1 would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, it is just the two of us at
this point.

Mr. YOUNG. I noticed.

The CHAIRMAN. The reason is we have got a vote going on down-
stairs. We have about five minutes left on the vote downstairs. We
are going to try and continue the hearing process here, but let me
just raise the one issue that you brought that I think is very impor-
tant. It is the question of supplementals.

Now, we in the past quarter century, since passage of the 74
Budget Act, have seen on average three supplementals per year,
and what would you anticipate if we were to move to the biennial
process?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I would anticipate that we would still
continue to have supplementals, for this reason, that
supplementals supposedly are just to deal with emergencies, and
we never know when there is going to be a real emergency, wheth-
er it is here at home or whether it is abroad with one of our allies,
one of our friends. So I don’t think we can rule out the use of
supplementals. We have one before us now that we will be bringing
to the House as soon as we reconvene from next week’s District
home work period, and that supplemental is dealing with Kosovo.
Whether you support that or not, it has to be paid for because the
money is already being spent. It also deals with the antidrug pro-
grams in Colombia specifically and other areas in that part of the
world, but that is becoming a very serious emergency and does
need to be dealt with. There are floods, there are hurricanes, there
are earthquakes and we don’t know when they might come.

So I think that there still will be calls for supplementals but I
think this will give us an opportunity to focus on supplementals
and try to make sure that they only come up when we deal with
real emergencies rather than just someone’s idea to spend more
money.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to just raise one other question be-
fore we go downstairs to vote on the rule of the bill that we are
going to be considering, and that is, I particularly congratulate you
because there has been this view from members of both the Budget
Committee and the Appropriations Committee that this step would
somehow undermine their authority, their power, their opportunity
to participate in the process. Do you have any thoughts on that at
all?

Mr. YouNG. I do, and without going into a lot of detail, I actually
believe this would help us create an environment where we would
have a better working relationship with the agencies in the execu-
tive branch that we deal with. It would also give them an oppor-
tunity for their suppliers, people they buy goods from, for the mili-
tary to buy spare parts or to buy parts for an ongoing weapons sys-
tem, that they could plan ahead and buy in quantity lots rather
than jumping at one buy at a time, 1 year at a time. Quantity pur-
chases have proven to be very cost effective.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. I appreciate that. We are
going to continue the hearing. Mr. Goss is going to take over. You
and I are going to go downstairs. We can proceed with Mr. Obey.
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Mr. Goss. [Presiding.] Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Obey, we
welcome you to the committee. We are prepared to accept without
objection your prepared remarks and your guidance on this matter
before us.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DAVID R. OBEY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Mr. OBEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me say first of all that when
I hear discussions about this, I am reminded of my old friend Ar-
chie the cockroach. Archie said once, he said did you ever notice
that when a politician gets an idea he gets it all wrong, and with
due respect to those who have testified, I think what is being con-
templated would be a horrendous mistake, and I would like to
make a couple points.

I do not come here testifying in my capacity as ranking member
on the Appropriations Committee. I detest dung hill politics. I de-
test chicken blank jurisdictional debates. They belong in the ash
can. But I have been here for 31 years, and I think I have learned
a little something about this place, and I think I have seen many
a process change which produce unintended and unforeseen con-
sequences, and I am testifying here on a matter that I regard to
have absolutely no partisanship. This is an institutional question.
This institution that we are all privileged to be Members of is a
very precious national resource, and we had better be very careful
before we make dramatic changes that will weaken it in any way,
and I think this will weaken it in the most profound possible way.

I would note in listening to the testimony so far that we have
heard that the current process is a mess. I absolutely, totally agree,
and I think it needs major changes, and I will be happy to discuss
with you what changes I think those ought to be. I am concerned
from having heard the initial statements that we are essentially
talking to a closed jury here because it appears people already have
their positions pretty well firmed up. I regret that. I hoped that I
could help change some minds.

I want to say that I understand the existing process has severe
problems, but in legislation, as in medicine, the remedy should not
make matters worse, and I profoundly believe that this will.

Secondly, I have heard that appropriations consume too much
time. I believe that a 2-year budget process will lengthen, not
shorten the time that we take to deal with our budgets each year,
and I will explain why later.

Third, I have heard that people want to make a change because
they are tired of all of these nonbudgetary, nonappropriation riders
being added to the bills. So am I, but this will create a situation
where there will be more because if we have a 2-year appropria-
tion, the stakes will be much higher. People will have only one kick
at the cat, and so you can count on them to load them up and then
you can count on those who missed to be doubly alert to their op-
portunities to do so on supplementals, and I will explain how that
disadvantages the House.

It has been alleged that this will create more opportunity for
oversight. It will do nothing of the kind.

It has also been asserted that this will help us to deal with emer-
gency issues on a more effective and regularized basis. I would sug-
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gest that logic suggests if you set your appropriations in stone for
2 years, it is very much more difficult to anticipate 2 years down
the road than 1 year down the road, and so I think you will have
an even more chaotic consideration of emergency or so—called emer-
gencies than we have right now.

I will do something that I very rarely do in this or any other
committee. I want to stick fairly close to the text of my testimony
because, like the Speaker, I think this is perhaps the most serious
issue about which I have ever testified before this committee, and
of all committees, this committee needs to be more concerned about
the role of this institution than any other committee.

I believe that is what is before you today will seriously under-
mine the Constitutional responsibilities of the legislative branch of
this government. I think it will give the executive branch more le-
verage than it has today. It will create more chaos rather than less
because there will be a constant stream of supplementals going
through this place, and because so much can change in the econ-
omy over a 6-month period, not to mention 2 years, we will find
ourselves locked into policy decisions that new circumstances will
dictate changing, and Members will use that as an opportunity to
Christmas tree every vehicle that goes through here with I think
disastrous results to our reputation.

If you look around the world, as Members of Congress, we are
unique among legislators. We have far greater individual power, we
have far greater responsibilities than our counterparts in any legis-
lative body on the face of the globe. We didn’t make it that way.
Our Founding Fathers made Congress the first branch of govern-
ment, and they conferred on it also the power of the purse to en-
force that. And they insisted that it keep the executive branch on
a very short leash. And it is the length of that leash that deter-
mines the balance of power in this town and in this government.
This proposal will substantially lengthen that leash. It will expand
the power of career employees in the government who feel that
they are largely responsive to no one.

The one argument we hear in favor of biennial budgets is that
States do it so we should too. Mr. Moakley has already pointed out
that that argument is, in my view, deeply flawed. It is one thing
to come from a State of four million or five million people or even
Texas. Texas doesn’t have to deal with 170 countries around the
world. They don’t have to deal with international economic crises.
They don’t have to deal with all of the broad, national issues we
have to deal with.

Most of the States that practice biennial budgeting have popu-
lations smaller than the four million people currently on the pay-
roll of the Federal Government, and as Joe has mentioned, at the
State level we moved from having 44 States in 1940 who had bien-
nial budgets to 21 today. I think it is fine for some of them. I think
it is not fine for someone with our responsibilities.

Proponents of this legislation don’t appear to understand that
there are numerous agencies that are not responsive to their own
appointed leadership within those agencies. They are even less re-
sponsive to departmental management at the White House, and
they are certainly even less responsive to the Congress, and this
proposition will make that worse.
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The healthiest thing that happens in this town occurs each year
in the annual budget review. That is the one moment in time when
senior program managers are confronted by the possibility that
they were not ordained by God to set government policies on their
own without benefit of election. And removing that requirement for
annual review will affect not only our ability to ensure that the
laws be fully executed, but it will do some other things as well. 1
would like to describe to you the calendar that we will have if this
process works the way its proponents say it will work.

We will get elected in November. We will come here and ideally
they tell us by the middle of the first year we will have our appro-
priation process done. If that is the case, then "ain’t nobody” in any
of those agencies who is going to need a single Member of the
House of Representatives for anything for the next year and a half,
and that will make them far less responsive to the demands and
needs of your constituents than they are today.

And I would point out that the only ones who will have a con-
tinuing interest in what we feel are the agencies that are affected
by supplemental requests. And the problem with supplementals is
that they are always focused on program increases to meet con-
cerns that we have, but frankly, those program managers are a hell
of a lot more interested in their own bureaucratic budgets and
their own administrative budgets than they are in whether you ac-
tually get an increase or a decrease in their programmatic budget.
And so supplementals will not give you the leverage on agencies
that the annual review of their operating budgets will give you.

Now, some proponents say that that will give us an opportunity
for more oversight. I don’t believe that is true either. The principal
job of oversight in this institution is done by the 16 committees in
the House who have jurisdiction. They are not the Appropriations
Committee. They are the authorizing committees. The Appropria-
tions Committee does a lot of oversight, but it is a different kind
of oversight. We oversee to see how they are spending Federal
money and whether they do what we like or not, but often the Ap-
propriations Committee is at variance with the authorizing com-
mittees in terms of how they want to see these laws develop. So
the Appropriations Committee doesn’t do oversight that benefits
authorizing committees. In enforcing, authorizing committees de-
mand that agencies follow the law the way they are written, and
these programs are not supposed to be designed by appropriations.
They are supposed to be designed by authorizing committees.

Secondly, when authorizing committees and appropriations com-
mittees do agree, the appropriations process has been the primary
vehicle by which agencies have been disciplined to make certain
that they do follow the intent of the authorizing law, and when you
lose your annual opportunity to get at them, you lose your ability
to really discipline those agencies.

We also have the question of whether authorizing committees
will have more time for oversight if we pass this. I would point out
that right now we have a terrible time getting authorization bills
to the floor. Authorizing committees will tell the leadership it is be-
cause we don’t have votes here to keep committees going so Mem-
bers go home. And the leadership will say "Well, my God, we don’t
have votes because you guys aren’t producing your legislation.”
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And the fact is the only time when we have a sustained period of
votes on the floor is when we are going through the appropriations
process, and with all of the interruptions and inconveniences that
that causes, that is when your authorizing committees have the
best opportunity to actually get their quorums to move legislation.

I agree with Bill Young we need more long term authorizations.
That i1s one of the changes I favor rather than this, but I ask you
to remember these hard facts when you look, not at the surface of
the oversight issue, but when you actually get down to the nitty—
gritty about how it operates.

Our problem right now is that we can’t even get to annual budg-
ets, much less biennial budgets, and let me give you an example.
Last summer the Speaker and some of the members of the Foreign
Affairs Committee decided we ought to spend more money fighting
drugs and the insurgent guerrillas in Colombia. So they and the
administration began putting together a plan for $1 billion in addi-
tional spending. They began discussions with General McCaffrey,
the drug czar. Reports were leaked to the press about what they
were talking about, and then it was decided that the fiscal 2000
budget was getting too dicey, it was already too hard to pass it. So
rather than including that extra billion dollars in the regular budg-
et, both the Republican leadership and the Congress and the White
House agreed to hold off and handle it in a supplement. So in other
words, while both sides, while both the White House and the House
leadership are talking about we need to go to biennial budgets,
they are not even committed to making an annual budget stick.
And so what we wind up with is that now we have a package
which is going to be about $4 billion, and it is going to be handled
outside the regular appropriations process. That is going to jack up
spending, not reduce it.

Now, I am not arguing for or against the substance. I am simply
saying that when you consider these items outside of the normal
overall budget, annual budget, the costs will go up rather than
down because it is easy then to shift money out of this year around
into the previous year or the following year, and you get away with
it, and that is not a credit to the U.S. Congress.

I also want to point out that what happens is that when
supplementals move through this place, and this will greatly in-
crease the number of supplementals, because if you are stuck over
a 2-year period, every agency will be looking for a supplemental
every day of the week, and you will be stuck here until the cows
come home dealing with them, and what will happen is that there
is a difference between the way the House handles supplementals
and the Senate.

The House has a tight rule of germaneness. That means when
you have a supplemental come before the House, we won’t be able
to Christmas tree it with other items that are not germane because
you have the Rules Committee to stop that. "Ain’t got no" Rules
Committee that functions that way in the Senate. So what hap-
pens? They see a must pass bill. The administration wouldn’t have
asked for it unless they really wanted it badly. So they know the
administration is willing to give damn near anything to get it. So
what do they do, they load it up on the Senate side, and after the
initial appropriations, the House will lose its traditional power to
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initiate appropriations, and you will have the Senate Christmas
treeing these bills to death. We will be reacting to them, and we
will have lost our constitutionally determined preeminence in origi-
nating appropriation items, and I do not see why Members of the
House would do that.

Also, there are numerous opportunities every year to save money
out of operating accounts for a number of agencies, and those will
disappear with the biennial budget process. Every appropriations
subcommittee finds in the course of its regular hearings that agen-
cies haven’t been able to expend certain amounts of money, and so
we take that into account in the program levels we provide for next
year, but if once an agency has its money, it can sit there for 2
years before they have to spend it, you aren’t going to have Con-
gress being as aggressive on the rescissions as they will be on
supplementals, and so money which you would ordinarily recoup to
reduce the cost of next year’s appropriation will sit in those agency
coffers and it will be lost, and that will also elevate the cost of gov-
ernment.

There is another aspect that I find troubling. People say this is
going to shorten the time we spend on appropriations. My eye.
Right now, the only reason that we are able to finish our work in
a calendar year most of the years is because we all know that we
want to get the hell out of here by the time the holidays come. Now
by God, if you wind up with a 2-year budget, all of those argu-
ments are going to slop over the holidays, they are going to slop
into the next calendar year, and we will have year and a half fights
and 2-year fights before we finally get these resolved, and all of
the time in the House will be consumed by appropriation processes,
and frankly, I don’t have that much energy. I have a lot of energy,
but by God we log more time on the House floor than any other
committee now. I certainly don’t want to increase that, and I deep-
ly believe that it will.

I just want to say I fully understand the frustration with the ex-
isting process, but very often human beings duck responsibility,
and we look for ways to blame the institution rather than looking
at the way we ourselves deal with the problems that we face. And
if you look at why it is a mess, I think there are a number of very
good reasons.

First of all, the budget process, you saw that red part on Bill’s
calendar. The budget process starts all too often with unrealistic
assumptions coming out of the Budget Committee and the adminis-
tration. All the administration has to do to produce a budget is to
produce a document which they say meets the targets, and if they
do that, they get a bye from the press. Then the Budget Committee
comes up and they don’t have to answer the question: "Is this a
wise budget?” All they have to answer is: "Does this meet the tar-
gets.” So they invent all kinds of assumptions. My high school his-
tory teacher told me. "Above all else in life, Dave, question assump-
tions.” My God, if you look at what has happened, we have had a
succession of appropriation fights that have been dragged out be-
cause very frankly what has happened is because the initial resolu-
tions were so unrealistic the clock had to run until people were
forced on both sides of the aisle to recognize what was real, and
I think there is a way to fix that.
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We are the only institution I know that places responsibility for
planning a budget in the hands of those that are different from
those that are charged with executing it. With all due respect to
the Budget Committee, once they pass their overall plan, they don’t
have to deliver on the results.

If the people who craft this overall plan for a budget have no re-
sponsibility for its execution, then you can expect that it is quite
likely to simply support a plan that they would personally like to
see rather than one that might actually work and might actually
pass. I think that is one fix we ought to make.

Secondly, we have got to have a more rational way of dealing
with emergencies, and it is not more rational to double the time be-
cause then you will have more emergencies, it will be an even more
irregular process.

I think the Federal Government plays too large a role in dealing
with natural disasters, for instance. I think that we need to have
a system by which States can buy into an insurance program un-
derwritten by the Feds on an experience rated basis, so that if they
have natural disasters, they have already paid into an account. I
don’t see why Uncle Sam ought to shell out dollars every time
somebody has a tornado or a flood or some other problem. We
ought to help but the primary responsibility ought to be your State
and local governments, and we ought to be able to structure an
emergency process that deals with that.

But the biggest problem by far in the appropriations process does
not exist in the House. It exists in the other body, and the problem
is that the Senate has permitted far too much latitude to its Mem-
bers to inject any issue they want into any legislative vehicle. And
what that means is that when authorization after authorization
gets tied up, the only thing that they can do to get their input is
to attach a rider to an appropriation bill, and that is what in my
view has killed the ability of the appropriations process to function
effectively.

The rules in the Senate are such that you can’t proceed under
normal circumstances unless every single Senator agrees, and rou-
tine decisions about a budget have to be made by 60 percent. To
me the way to resolve this problem is for the Senate to adopt new
rules. It makes no sense to allow them to continue to do what they
do.

But I urge you to remember, if you move to a world of constant
supplementals, which this will create, the House will lose its tradi-
tional preeminence. The Senate will be in the driver’s seat. It is the
Senators who will determine what the add-ons are going to be to
appropriations bills, and all we will be doing is reacting to Senate
initiatives and that is not something that we, with our congres-
sional responsibilities, ought to blithely hand over to them.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Obey follows:]
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Statement of Congressman David Obey (D-WI)

Mr. Chairman, 1 appreciate the opportunity to testify before your committee today. I wish that it
were for the purpose of telling this panel that it had found a mechanism by which we could
improve the decision-making processes of this institution. Unfortunately, today I cannot do that. I
must instead warn you that you are considering a measure that will in my opinion:

1. Seriously undermine the fundamental Constitutional responsibilities of the Legislative
Branch of this Government, thereby giving the Executive Branch even more leverage than
it has today.

2. Tt will create more chaos rather than less because we will have a constant stream of
supplementals going through this place, which will be much larger because so many things
will change over a two-year period.

3. Because so much can change in the economy over a two-year period of time, we will find
ourselves often locked in to policy decisions that new circumstances will dictate changing.

Let me elaborate.

As members of Congress, we are unique among legislators around the world. We have far great
individual power and responsibilities than our counterparts in virtually any country on the planet.
This is not basically because we as members decided that the Congress should play such a role.
1t is because our founding fathers thrust it upon us. They had a deep and abiding distrust in the
executive powers of any government, even one organized by an elected president. As a result,
they not only made the Congress the first branch of government but they conferred on it the
power of the purse and insisted that it keep the executive branch on a very short leash. It is the
length of that leash that determines the balance of power in this government and this proposal
would significantly lengthen that leash. Simultaneously, it would expand the discretion of career
employees of the executive branch with respect to the policies and operations of the federal
government.

The one argument that we hear repeatedly in favor of biennial budgeting is that the states do it so
we should too. I would observe that this is not a state government and any argument to that

effect is deeply flawed. This is a government that serves 280 million people. This is a government
that maintains a political, military and economic complex that dominates the course of
relationships among virtually all countries on the globe. While it is true that 21 states have some
form of biennial budgeting (that is down from 44 in 1940), it is also true that most of the states

that practice biennial budgeting have populations smaller than the 4 million people currently on the
payroli of the federal government.

The fact that proponents of this Jegislation have not placed in perspective is that there are
numerous agencies in this government that are not even responsive to their own appointed
leadership. They are even less responsive to departmental management or the White House and
still less responsive to the Congress and this proposition will make matters worse. The healthiest
single event that occurs in this town each year is the annual budget review. It is the one moment
in time when many senior program managers are confronted with the possibility that they were
not ordained by God to set government policies on their own.

Remaving this requirement will affect not only our ability to ensure that laws are fully and
faithfully executed, it also diminish the ability of House Members to effectively represent and
advocate for their constituents. Let me describe the calendar that you will confront in a biennial
budget process. A member of Congress will win election in November and be "sworn in" in
January. By May, the Appropriations subcommitiee will have to complete action on program by
program funding levels. Those will be subject to review by the full House in June. At that point
House members are pretty much finished with their decision making with respect to most
programs and agencies. To put it another way, most parts of the federal bureaucracy won’t need
you again until after you are re-elected. The only ones who will, will be those who are affected
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by the supplementals that go through here and those supplementals will probably not affect the
portion of their budgets that agencies are most concerned about — their own administrative
functions. Instead, they will simply be additions to programs which in many cases will be of more
importance to constituencies in your district than they will to some of the permanent bureaucracy
that runs these agencies.

Some proponents argue that biennial budgeting will provide the Congress with more opportunity to
do oversight. Frankly, I don't think there is any claim with respect to biennial budgeting that is
further off the mark. The job of insuring that federal agencies are conforming to the letter and the
spirit of the laws that created them lies with the committees that wrote those laws, There are 16
committees in the House who have such jurisdiction and the list does not include appropriations.
No proposal to date does anything that I am aware of to expand or in anyway enhance the ability
of these 16 committees to perform their oversight function,

Biennial budgeting in my opinion actually diminishes the capacity of authorizing committees to
conduct effective oversight. While the primary responsibility for conducting oversight lies with the
authorizing commitices, the enforcement mechanism for congressional oversight from any source
lies in the annual Appropriations bills. If a program, agency or department is found to be in
violation of its legislative mandate, the remedy is most often a limitation on its appropriation. This
is just as true if an authorizing committee identifies the violation as it is when appropriators
identify it. Biennial budgeting causes Congress to lose their enforcement mechanism after the

first six months of a new Congress. For the next 18 months agencies can wait and see if the next
Congress shares the same concerns. What we in essence have is a process that tums into a
pumpkin—not at midnight—but at 9:00 in the morning.

There is also the question as to whether eliminating consideration of regular appropriation bills
every other year will provide more or less time for the authorizers to conduct oversight. Right
now, from January to May the Appropriations Committee is not on the Floor. It is in Committee
doing its work. This is the time we need to have authorizations on the Floor so that we don't have
to come 1o you as we do every year with virtually every bill asking for waivers because of lack of
authorization. Comimittees say they can't get their committee together for quorums because there
aren't enough votes. The Leadership says that aren't any votes because the commitices aren't
producing legislation. Right now the only time when we do have solid action on the Floor is when
Appropriation committees are meeting every day. If they are meeting only every other year, itis
going to be more difficult than ever to get authorizing committecs together to do their work.

I must observe that the lack of oversight has been a persistent problem during the entire time I
have served in this institution and I do not remember a time when there was less real oversight
than there is now. But if you relieve the Congress of the burden of considering annual
appropriation bills, you will also relieve the Congress of the only real opportunity that the calendar
now provides to committees that sincerely wish to engage in oversight or passing authorizations
for that matter,

Our problem right now is not that we have annual budgets. Qur problem right now is that we are
making numerous changes in the budget every few months because of changing circumstances or
changing political judgements. And if you lock the Congress in a two-year budget, you will have
an explosion of supplemental adjustments because our original actions will become even more out
of date than they do now. Let me give you an example.

Last surnmer, the Speaker, some members of the Foreign Affairs Commitiee and others decided
that we should spend far more fighting drugs and the insurgent guerrillas in Columbia during fiscal
2000 than the President's foreign assistance budget would permit. They began putiing together a
proposal for almost $1 billion in additional spending. They began discussions with the General
McCaffry, the Drug Czar, and others in the White House on inclusion of that proposal in the final
budget deal. Reports were leaked to the press that the group would scon put forward its proposal
and that it would be formally requested by the President. Then it was decided that the fiscal 2000
budget had already gotten to dicey. Rather than include the extra billion and risk breaking the
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camel’s back, both the Republican leadership in Congress and the White House agreed to hold off
and handle the matter in a supplemental. In other words, while both side talk of going to biennial
budgets neither is even committed to making annual budgets stick. The result is that we are now
looking at more than $1.5 billion in spending for Columbia—a fifty percent increase from last
summer—and that is driving a total package of a least $4 billion that will hit the House floor
sometime next month. The real problem is that it is extremely likely that this package will grow
well beyond $4 billion.

1 would urge you to remember one thing. Every time a supplemental moves through this place it
means that someone has attached a critical priority to it. That means it becomes a must pass bill
which will draw other items like flies. The problem is that the House will have very little to say
about that because we have a tough germaneness rule. But because the Senate has no
germaneness rule, it means that the House will have essentially given up its traditional ability to
originate most appropriations itlems. Because the more we deal in the world of supplementals the
more we will deal with Senate add ons. That will make the world of appropriations more
expensive and it will also mean that in the end most new initiatives will be undertaken by the
Senate, not the House. I don't see why we want to do that.

Finally, there are numerous opportunities every year to save money out of the operating accounts
of various programs and agencies that will simply disappear with a biennial budget. Virtually
every Appropriation Subcommittee finds in the course of its hearings that one or more agencies
have failed to maintain the program level for which they were budgeted in the prior year. So you
will have a situation where the agency has demonstrated that they don't need the money and
aren't using the money for the purpose for which it was appropriated. And yet, they will still have
that money sloshing around in their budget for another full year. Now it's possible a recission
could be passed, but I predict that we will not see the same kind of increase in rescissions that we
will see in supplementals if this plan is adopted.

There is one other aspect of biennial budgeting that I find very troubling. As you all well know we
have had a great deal of difficulty in putting the Appropriations process to bed for the year in
recent cycles. While literally thousands of spending issues have been resolved, there are always a
few which will drag on for weeks until the pressure builds for a final deal thal will let us go home.
Fortunately, we have usually reached compromise that did not force us to drag the whole process
into the following year. One reason was that we knew we would have to begin work on the
subsequent years budget as soon as we returned after the New Year. If we have biennial

budgets rather than annual budgets, the stakes will be higher than they are now because the
judgements that are made will supposedly last for two years. That will mean that peopie will be
less willing, not more willing to compromise and in the end that means that the debate on the
budget is likely to spill over into the second year and all we will have done is to lengthen rather
than shorten our budget fights. I don't understand why we would want to do that.

1do want to say that I sympathize with the intentions of those support this proposal out of a desire
to reduce the level of chaos in the current budget and appropriations process. It is a mess and
those of us most directly involved in it are often made to suffer the most. There are three things
that I would recommend this panel look at if it wishes to bring real order to our decision making
on the budget.

First, we waste most of the time we now spend on Appropriation bills because we start out with
unrealistic plans. Repeatedly in recent years we have had budget resolutions that called for
unrealistic levels for discretionary spending. That meant that Congress spent most of its time
developing appropriations bills that bore little resemblance to those that were finally enacted. The
Appropriations process has in effect served as a show o eat up time until the end of the session
when the pressure for action would be great enough for more realistic proposals to be considered.
That is in large part a failure of individuals within the system rather than the system itself. But our
current process lends itself to such a failure. We are among the only institutions left that have
placed the responsibility for planning a process in different hands from those who are charged
with executing it.
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The Budget is in effect the product of the revenues raised by legislation under the jurisdiction of
the Ways and Means Committee and the spending levels which are determined by not only
Appropriations but Ways and Means, Transportation and the other committees with direct
spending authority. If the people who craft the overall plan for the budget have no responsibility
for its execution you can expect that they are quite likely to simply support 2 plan that they would
personally like to see instead of one that might actually work. That is what has been happening on
the budget committee for a quarter of a century and even if we change the players and do not
address that fact, it will continue to make the process unwicldy and the debate over the budget
hollow and misieading.

Secondly, we have 1o find a more rational way of dealing with emergencies. We cannot continue
1o debate whether or not we are going to rewrite the entire previous year's budget in order to
offset unforeseen needs that have been created by 2 natural disaster. At the same time we need

a better standard by which we respond to natural disasters and I believe the federal role which
has been continually expanded over the decades is now too large. I would propose that we create
a system by which states could insure themselves against natural disasters and that the bulk of
monies peed to address such problems come from that fund.

But the biggest problem with the budget and appropriations process is not actually in the House.
The Senate has permitted far to much latitude to its members to inject any issue they choose into
any legislative vehicle. This is much of what is wrong with the ability of Congress to enact
authorizations. As a result the only process that is left to the Senate for the attachment of
extraneous riders is the appropriations process and that practice is on the verge of sinking the
appropriations process as well. Appropriation bills take forever to be considered. The rules are
such that the Senate is not able to proceed unless every single Senator agrees. Routine decisions
about proceeding with a budget that a majority of Senators support cannot be made unless 60 or
more Senators concur. The way 1o resolve this mess is not to abandon our Constitutional
responsibility for controlling the purse strings, the way to resolve this is for the Senate to adopt
new rules.

Mr. Chairman, It would be a colossal mistake to make institutional changes that have far reaching
consequences on our most fundamental constitutional power simply as a smokescreen to cover

the real problems that plague this institution. If this committee reports this legisiation I think it wili
he subject to precisely that charge.
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The CHAIRMAN. [Presiding.] Thank you very much, Mr. Obey. As
you know, back in 1993 we served together on that Joint Com-
mittee on the Organization of Congress. We went through a debate
at that point on this issue, and I would like to totally agree with
the argument that you provided on the issue of disasters. I think
that not only should the people be looking, instead of the Federal
Government, State and local governments, but we also have been
working on trying to encourage private insurance as ways to deal
with disasters. So I totally agree with you on that question.

On the issue of biennial budgeting itself, let me say that obvi-
ously we don’t have a final plan put in place, and I very much want
to take your concerns into the mix. That is one of the reasons I
raised the question of supplementals with Mr. Young when he was
here, because that is a question that is out there, and I think it
is a very valid one because there are disparate views on that. But
I would simply like to welcome your input, to say that as we do
proceed with crafting something to address what you say obviously
is a system that does need to be fixed, we do very much want to
take your thoughts into consideration.

Mr. Hastings.

Mr. HASTINGS. David, I appreciate very much your testimony.
You have a reputation of being one who wants to guard the institu-
tion, and I do respect that very much. Obviously on this we have
a difference of agreement because I am in favor of biennial budgets.

One area you focused a lot of your testimony on, the
supplementals, in my opening statement I suggest that
supplementals are part of the process, but what has not been said,
which you do not say and I haven’t heard anybody else say it, re-
gardless of their view, is that supplementals just because they are
submitted don’t have to pass. In other words, the hard part of the
biennial process is the first year. You pointed out some problems
that we are going to have to overcome because I agree that the
process could be extended, no question about it. One way to resolve
that is for a concurrent resolution where the House and Senate
agrees at every Congress on deadlines to take these things up. It
demands self—discipline on both sides.

But once you get a biennial budget in place, once you get the bi-
ennial budget in place, the supplementals become more of a polit-
ical issue rather than a policy issue. Let me describe them. The
second year of any Congress is probably more political than the
first year. I think that is obvious. The sitting Congress in the first
year will really find out what the bar is as to what you can do in
the next year of the Congress. We recognize that you know where
you can go.

If the theory is that we can get a biennial budget in place, then
we have set the spending limits for that Congress. If there is a sup-
plemental that is being driven mainly by politics, one of the options
is not to pass that supplemental budget, and yet the Congress will
continue and we won’t have a government shutdown like we had
in 1995. I have had two experiences with that when I was in the
legislature where precisely that happened and the government
ironically went on very well until the next year. So while you have
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concerns about that, those are valid concerns. Just because you
have a supplemental budget does not suggest you have to pass it.

So I would like your comments.

Mr. OBEY. Yeah. I would say—let me put it in crass political
terms. Let me assume you maintain control of this place. Terrible
assumption.

Mr. MOAKLEY. I agree with the teacher, question those assump-
tions.

Mr. OBEY. Don’t you understand how you can be set up by a
White House on this?

Mr. HASTINGS. Well, sure.

Mr. OBEY. I mean, if you guys are tired of shooting yourselves
in the foot and want to shoot yourselves in the head instead, there
isn’t a whale of a lot I can do about that. But the fact is that if
you have a 2—-year budget and if I am the President, I will tell you
what the devil I would do. I would do what the administration does
with something like NIH, for instance. They ask for $1 billion in-
crease and I would let the Congress work its will on that and other
items, and I would hold in reserve for an election year all kinds of
stuff that I want to put you right on the spot on, and come that
time I would lay out those supplementals and I would dare you not
to pass them. And what you have done in that instance is you have
used the regular process to get through the nuts and bolts that
don’t have any political—the stuff that has to run the government,
and then the supplementals become a holy picture war on popular
issues.

It destroys the legislative process. It makes the process even
more gimmick ridden than it is now, and it puts you at one whale
of a disadvantage vis—a—vis the White House. And I might like that
from a partisan standpoint, but from an institutional standpoint,
we need to strengthen the ability of Congress to deal with the
budgets, not weaken it, and I just think when you move to a sup-
plemental, you strengthen not just the White House’s hand but you
immeasurably strengthen the bureaucrat’s hand.

There is no agency in government that has driven me more crazy
than the FAA except maybe for the Immigration Service. How
would you like to have to deal with them if they don’t have to deal
with you for a year and a half? I mean the problems with these
agency people now, they say, "Oh, well, if the Congress doesn’t like
something we do and they direct us to do something, we can outlive
them, we can outlast them.”

You are going to make it a lot easier if they don’t have to come
up here on an annual basis and testify, not just on their program
requests, which are largely political coming out of the policy mak-
ers in the administration, but what those guys care about is their
administrative budget, they care about their operating budget.
That is what they live or die on, and you have freed them from any
worries about that for a year and a half, if this works the way you
say it is supposed to work. And if it doesn’t work the way you say
it 1s supposed to work, then there isn’t any reason to pass it.

Mr. HAsSTINGS. Well, I would suggest that everything you de-
scribe we live under right now in annual budgets because the sup-
plemental budgets last year, the farm bill, and I assume we will
have some supplemental budget come down, that is the nature of
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the piece. I don’t think that changes anyway. One way you have
to guard against that and obviously the party in power whether it
is you or whether it is us, I prefer the latter rather than the
former, that is a political decision we are going to have to make,
and that is, you don’t have to pass the supplemental budgets.

As far as not having agencies for an 18-month period, part of the
process has to be a time when they spend their dollars and those
things have to be worked out. That has to be part of the budget
process, also, but I do respect what you say. You bring up some
points I think that are valid, and I am certainly not one that sug-
gests that this is the end—all that will end all of our problems, but
everything I have heard thus far exists so far under annual proc-
ess.

Mr. OBEY. But there is a difference. Right now, you have to on
an annual basis produce budgets which can at least pass the laugh
test with the press. If you have a biennial budget, the White House
will get the mundane stuff tied down the first year, and then the
second year they will bring in those supplementals with the most
powerful sexy political pieces they can think of, and if you don’t
pass them, they will be happy to talk about it.

Mr. HASTINGS. The only way I can respond to that is that is a
political decision which, as I said in the first part of my question
to you, is the first year you are having a policy year of Congress,
second year is a political year, and I would suggest we are going
through that same process this year.

Mr. OBEY. Well, except that this year in the end the administra-
tion has to get its basic stuff passed, and so in the end both sides
have to come from their political positions to a more real position
in the middle. I mean of course the second year is going to be more
political. What I want to make sure is that the second year doesn’t
do immeasurable damage to the institutional requirement that we
keep a tight reign on the power of the purse, and I think with this
proposition you are giving it away forever, and it is like privacy,
it is like liberty. We take it for granted but once you give up power,
even inadvertently it is hard as hell to get it back.

Mr. HASTINGS. And I think that argument does have some
weight. I would suggest that some of the executive orders probably
would be a way to counteract, but that is another argument. That
doesn’t deal with the appropriation process.

Well, I would say, Mr. Chairman, and I would say, Dave, that
this is something that there is going to be a lot of discussion on,
and I think there are some real differences obviously, but at the
end I think what we need to remember is that our responsibility
here going through the authorization and appropriation process, es-
pecially appropriation process, is to protect the taxpayer. We
shouldn’t ever lose sight of the fact that taxpayer is the one who
keeps us giving the means by which we spend dollars, and I think
this is one protection for taxpayer.

Mr. OBEY. I look at it just the opposite, the more expensive, the
less control.

The CHAIRMAN. As I prepare to call on Mr. Moakley, let me just
do two things. First, we are very pleased to have the mayor of one
of our Nation’s great cities. The City of Pasadena is represented
here. Mayor Bogaard has joined us and we are happy to have you.
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And the second thing to do before I call on Mr. Moakley is simply
ask you, David, what role do you see our authorizing colleagues
playing in the budget process itself?

Mr. OBEY. I think the authorizing committees are jammed by two
problems. First of all, because budget resolutions—and this has
happened under both parties—initial budget resolutions have been
unrealistic. And so the leadership has to put so much energy into
getting people to vote for a budget resolution that doesn’t even
have the force of the law, and so you get it phonied up.

Let me give you an example, in ’81, the last fight that was made
in the Budget Committee to get the votes to pass a resolution, was
in agriculture. They were $400 million as I recall above where they
needed to be in order to get under the ceiling. So the Budget Com-
mittee simply told the dairy guys that it was going to come out of
feed grains. They told the feed guys it was going to come out of
dairy. They used the money twice. They had an unrealistic assump-
tion, and it tied up the appropriation process forever afterward. I
think you simply have to have a more realistic budget resolution
to begin with.

Second thing is I think we really need to ask authorizing com-
mittees to do multiyear authorizations. I think that what an au-
thorizing committee ought to do is spend the first year getting their
authorizations tied down, and then after they have got their au-
thorization shaped, then they can do more effective oversight to
make certain that the laws are being handled the way they were
intended to be handled and interpreted the way they were intended
to be interpreted.

I don’t think the appropriations process has much to do with
whether the authorizing committees move or not. I think the Budg-
et Committee with its unrealistic assumptions force the Appropria-
tions Committee, the Ways and Means Committee and a lot of the
authorizing committees who also have access to direct spending re-
sponsibilities under the Budget Act, they have to react to an unreal
budget and they have to spend a lot of time on that. I think that
gets into their ability to do it.

To me, and this is a different subject, and I probably will cause
myself trouble doing this, but I believe that there was a choice to
be made when the Budget Committee was established, and the
question was: "What should the composition of that committee be?”
And they decided there were two choices, either you could take the
chairs and the ranking members of the committees with direct
spending responsibility and put them on that committee, so you
have got the committee leaders who handles food stamps, Ag, I
guess, Ways and Means that handled some of them, Commerce,
that handle some of them. You could put them on the committee
or you could put members appointed by the leadership on the com-
mittee, and they decided to do the latter.

I think the system would be more realistic if they would have
done the former. If the same people who put together the budget
resolution then had to put together the actual legislation to imple-
ment it, you would end the baloney assumptions that go into build-
ing any budget resolution. The majority party, the minority party,
all people would be much more likely to put together an initial res-
olution which reflected a real center of gravity in this place rather
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than just somebody’s idea of what might be nice if they didn’t have
to deal with reality.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Moakley.

Mr. MoOAKLEY. David, I agree with all of what you said except
when you talk about the authorizations becoming multiyear.
Doesn’t that automatically stir up a lot of supplemental budget re-
quests because the authorizations are operating in a multiyear and
the appropriation is in a single year?

Mr. OBEY. I don’t think so. I think most of what the authorizing
committees do is to draft long term legislation. I mean, the problem
we have now is that we wind up having to carry so much author-
ization legislation because authorizing committees want to author-
ize every year, and so they can’t get it done in time. And to me,
if you had say 3 or 4—year authorizations as the rule, then the au-
thorizing committees would have the time to do the digging on
oversight to make certain that the authorization is being followed
by the bureaucracy, and they would also have time to then deal
with new supplemental requests they had to authorize before we
could move on it, but they ought to be designing things for the long
haul. When they don’t, then we get people whispering behind their
hands on the authorizing committees that we aren’t including--.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Well, you get all those amendments, those legisla-
tive amendments to the appropriation bills.

Mr. OBEY. Let me give you one example. When I chaired the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee, the authorizing committee had not
passed their authorizing bill in 10 years, and so one of the sub-
committee chairmen, Steve Solarz, came to me and said, "Dave, we
can’t get our bill moving, would you put our section on Latin Amer-
ica in your bill, would you carry our authorization in the bill?" I
made the dumb assumption that he was speaking for the com-
mittee, not just the subcommittee, and I said, "If that is what you
want, let me check it out.” It seemed reasonable. So we did. Three
weeks later I walked into this room and here’s Dante Fascell testi-
fying against what I did. And who is at the table with him? Steve
Solarz! There were three subcommittee chairmen who had asked
me to do the same thing, and all three of those subcommittee chair-
men who had asked me to do it then came to the table with their
chairmen and raised hell with me for doing what they had asked
me to do.

Now, I mean when you have got a committee that can’t produce
a piece of legislation in 10 years, does it make sense to blame the
Appropriations Committee for that? What happened was very sim-
ple. You had an ideological fight between the liberal Democrats in
the House and the conservative Republicans in the Senate, like
Jessie Helms, when the Republicans were then running the Senate,
and so rather than compromising, the administration said, "Ha, let
them stew in their own incompetence and then we will get a better
deal out of the Appropriations Committee.” So that is what the
Reagan administration did, that is what the Bush administration
did, and they were smart to do that. But that didn’t help the Con-
gress meet its responsibilities. So that is why I favor longer author-
ization.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Do you know of any democratic country that has
a biennial budget?
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Mr. OBEY. Do I know of what?

Mr. MOAKLEY. I said are there any Nations that you know of
that have a biennial budget, a democratic type nation?

Mr. OBEY. I don’t really know. All I know is that if you are the
governor of Florida, if you are the governor of Wisconsin, I mean
do we really want to imitate States? In my State my governor has
had a veto so strong he could eliminate digits in numbers to create
different levels of appropriation than the legislature required. He
could until the legislature changed it a couple of years ago. He
could eliminate words to form entirely new sentences to create law
that the legislature had never passed. Now, I mean in most States
governors like 2—year budgets because they deal with a weak legis-
lature, they get them out of town in a few months, and then they
run their States like kings. We don’t want that out here.

Mr. MOAKLEY. But they are usually small States.

Mr. OBEY. Yeah, usually.

Mr. MOAKLEY. The major States, with the exception of Ohio,
have annual budgets.

Mr. OBEY. The States don’t deal with the economy, they don’t
deal with foreign policy, but my God, things change more dramati-
cally at the national level. You could have a Kosovo intervene. You
could have a Middle East war intervene. You could have the econ-
omy go to hell in a hand basket, require a totally different—I
mean, go back and look at Gerald Ford. Gerald Ford came out here
pushing "Whip Inflation Now,"” and three months later the economy
changed and he is fighting against unemployment. Jimmy Carter,
the same thing. So I mean, with all due respect to our people who
draw State parallels, they don’t have nearly the complicated set of
realities to deal with that we do.

Mr. MoOAKLEY. Do you know why, if you know, why States
changed from biennial to annual budgets?

Mr. OBEY. I don’t really know.

Mr. MOAKLEY. I thought it might have been the overload of sup-
plemental appropriation bills.

Mr. OBEY. I would assume that it was in part because of
supplementals. I mean, Wisconsin has a biennial budget, and I can
tell you we have a Board on Government Operations, at least we
did when I was there. And we were meeting every doggone week
adjusting the budget and much less systematic oversight. We
passed legislation creating a whole new system of technical schools.
The administration had put in their language for the bill. We had
totally rewritten it. We wanted a different kind of governing board.
After we passed that bill, the governor on his own just adminis-
tered the bill as though it was the originally submitted bill.

Now, the only leverage we had on them for the remainder of the
biennium was leverage on additional money they had asked for a
few programs, but we didn’t have a chance to get at their personnel
levels in the agency, we didn’t have a chance to get at their sala-
ries, we didn’t have a chance to get at their operating budgets. So
we had no real leverage to make them follow the intent of the legis-
lature, and I don’t want to see Congress become a State legislature.
I mean, we are the premier legislative body in the world with all
of our warts, and I would like us to stay that way.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Thank you very much.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Goss.

Mr. Goss. No, thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hall.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As Dave knows, I figure
we have worked together on a lot of issues. There is nobody who
knows more about process and who loves this House of Representa-
tives more than him. I disagree with him on this. I am from a big
State that has biennial budgets. Almost everybody I know from
Ohio who has served in the State legislature likes biennial budgets.
The reason why I like it so much is that I think that the second
year is such an important year for doing oversight. I know that this
sounds redundant and trite, but the fact is everybody keeps talking
about oversight, but we always did a lot of oversight our second
year. There are so many things that we ought to be investigating,
ought to be targeting, ought to be having hearings about. I myself
have asked for hearings, and the answer I always get is we are too
busy, we are trying to get our budget out.

And we spend all year trying to get our 13 appropriation bills
out, and then after we get them out we adjourn. That is normally
October, November, and we don’t do oversight on many of these
programs. Only on the glaring issues do we have oversight. We
don’t have the slightest idea what some of these agencies are doing,
whether they are good, bad or mediocre. I think Congress ought to
have a lot more control of these programs. The only way we are
going to get control is to know about them. But the push is all
year. It is all year, get our 13 bills out. When we get them out, it
is over, we go home. What are we doing?

Mr. OBEY. But there is nothing whatsoever in this proposal that
increases oversight in any way, absolutely nothing. As I said ear-
lier, there are two kinds of oversight. One is to make certain that
agencies are administering the laws in the way they were created
by the authorizing committee. And the authorizing committees
have a right to expect that the laws are going to be followed the
way they want, not the way the Appropriations Committee wants.
As appropriators, we may finance them but we don’t design them
and we shouldn’t because we don’t know as much about them as
the authorizing committee.

This doesn’t give authorizing committees any additional time to
do oversight. All this does is change the process of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Show me one thing in any of these bills that gives
any authorizing committee one second more oversight.

Mr. HALL. Sure, it does. It does it in the same way as the bien-
nial budget in Ohio. It doesn’t give any more time or spell out the
time that we are going to have oversight, but that is what they do
the second year.

Mr. OBEY. How? Authorization committees don’t bring appropria-
tion bills to the floor.

Mr. HALL. Dave, if we pass a budget every 2 years we will have
a lot of time here now to look at some of the things we did. It
makes sense that we are going to have oversight.

Mr. OBEY. If you don’t have appropriation bills on the floor on
a regular basis, you aren’t going to have quorums in authorizing
committees. You aren’t going to get those committees to move be-
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cause if you don’t have business on the floor, this place isn’t in ses-
sion. You know that as well as I do.

Mr. HAaLL. Well, then maybe we shouldn’t be in session. Maybe
the committees that have jurisdiction ought to be back and meet-
ing.
Mr. OBEY. The committee chairman will tell the leadership time
after time under Republicans and Democrats. "If you don’t have
votes on the floor, we can’t get quorums.” You talk to anybody in
the leadership they get that complaint every day in this week, and
this will make that worse, not better.

Mr. HALL. I think if a congressman is going to stay home, meet-
ing constituents, he is going to have to say, well, I was back home
taking care of the bridge when I know I should have been in Con-
gress because that is where I belong. No way.

Mr. OBEY. All I am telling you is committees won’t get quorums
if you are not in session. Ask your committee chairman.

Mr. HALL. Then that responsibility not only belongs to the chair-
man, but it belongs to the individual, and each person has to stand
for himself.

Mr. OBEY. That is correct.

bll\/Ir. HarLL. They have to stand up and say I have to be account-
able.

Mr. OBEY. All I am saying is that to say that this creates more
opportunity for oversight is I think a phenomenal misjudgment in
terms of what will happen.

Mr. HaLL. It happens in every State that has biennial budgets.

Mr. OBEY. If we are in session, the more we are in session, the
more time authorization committees will have an opportunity to do
their work, but this has become a Tuesday through Thursday club,
and right now it has become a Tuesday usually at 6:00PM until
Thursday at 2:00 club. That is the problem. If legislators wanted
to spend more time at home than they do here and then blame the
appropriations process for that, frankly I think that misses the
mark.

Mr. HALL. Nobody is blaming the appropriation process. What
they are saying is that we can have a better government, I think
we can have a more efficient government. I would like to know
what some of these agencies are doing, and if they are mediocre,
we ought to get rid of them.

Mr. OBEY. So would I, but that is an ad hominem argument. You
are defining a good goal and then saying this will accomplish it. I
just don’t believe that that will do.

Mr. HALL. Good goals have to be done by good people, and you
can have the greatest law in the world. If you don’t have good peo-
ple, nothing is going to happen.

Mr. OBEY. But good or bad people doesn’t have anything to do
with one or 2—year budgets.

Mr. HALL. What are you talking about then? You can’t make an
argument with you, you are going to say this is not going to pro-
vide more time for oversight. In fact it will. You are saying it
doesn’t work. In fact it does work in big States. You are going to
say we are not going to have more oversight because it doesn’t say
it. Now, it doesn’t say it in the Ohio budget either. We do oversight
the second year.
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Mr. OBEY. I don’t know what the separation of power is between
your budget committee and your authorizing committees. All I
know is that in here the oversight is done by your authorizing com-
mittees. Your authorizing committees don’t put together the appro-
priation bills. There is nothing that prevents authorizing commit-
tees from meeting every day on oversight while the Appropriations
Committee is considering appropriation bills, nothing.

In reality, the complaint that comes from committee chairmen is
they can never get a quorum when this place is not in session, and
if you have the appropriations right now, at least until May when
the committee—we are hung up until the Budget Committee pro-
duces a budget resolution. We are not supposed to bring bills to the
floor until they do. That is our major problem because so long as
the Budget Committee isn’t producing something on the floor, you
don’t have much going on. Look at the schedules that have been
cancelled this week. Look how light the schedule is. You have to
invent things to do to keep people here. If I were the leadership
I would go nuts trying to do this, and if you are saying that the
most intense legislative period when appropriations is on the floor
is only going to occur every other year, then that is going to reduce
the number of days when you must have legislation on the floor,
and members are going to say to their chairmen, "Sorry, you can
schedule that hearing, but I "ain’t” going to be here”, and you are
going to have less time for oversight rather than more. I want more
oversight, but this is not the way to get it.

Mr. HALL. If T were chairman that would not be a problem be-
cause I am going to be there. I am going to be there. Members don’t
want to show up, I am going to investigate. I am going to have
oversight.

Mr. OBEY. You are going to have a quorum to hold a hearing but
not to move any legislation.

Mr. HALL. Would you agree that we disagree on this? We dis-
agree vehemently and I have great respect for you, and we work
together on a lot of issues, but I think you are very wrong about
this. You talk about losing control. I say we do not have very good
control now.

Mr. OBEY. All I can tell you is if you move to biennial budgets,
we will have supplementals running through here every day. Be-
cause we have a tight germaneness rule, if we have got an Interior
appropriation bill up and you want something that is done in HUD,
you won’t be able to offer that amendment because it "ain’t" going
to be germane, but when it gets to our dear friends in the Senate,
they have no germaneness rules. They will be able to add every-
thing but the kitchen sink. If you think you are ever going to get
credit at home for a single project, kiss it good—bye, baby, because
your Senators are going to get credit for all of that stuff. If you
think you are ever going to be able to create an initiative outside
of the jurisdiction of a supplemental in the House you are not be-
cause the rules won’t let you. But the Senate will add Christmas
tree after Christmas tree to the supplementals.

Mr. HALL. That doesn’t mean you can’t put your own amendment
in there. You don’t have to have a supplemental. We don’t have to
have supplementals that go beyond a year, period.
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Mr. OBEY. If you want to be out of business for 18 months while
your Senators are in business 365 days a year for 2 years be my
guest. If I were a Member of the House I wouldn’t want to do that.

Mr. HALL. They can’t do anything without us. They can’t do any-
thing without us.

Mr. OBEY. Well, with all due respect, the House, if it loses the
ability to deal on the same terms with issues that the Senate deals
with, we will lose not only our power relative to the executive
branch, we will lose our power relative to the Senate, and I don’t
think that is what we ought to be doing.

Mr. HALL. I don’t believe that for a minute.

Mr. OBEY. Attend a couple of appropriation conferences and you
will change your mind in a nanosecond. Every Senate authorizing
chairman bypasses House authorizing chairmen right now, and
they try to add their authorizations to regular appropriation bills.
We can usually knock that off because you can say, look, if I do
this for you, then you are going to have to do it for other committee
chairmen, and you can back them off, but if you have got only se-
lected agencies for which you have supplemental requests going
through, the authorizing chairmen for those committees, the Inte-
rior Committee for instance, if you have got an Interior supp going,
they will be able to add whole authorizations without impunity,
and they will get away with it far more than they do now because
those will be must pass items, and they will be much more visible
than general appropriations are.

And so there is going to be much more pressure from the admin-
istration to swallow that stuff and for the House to buy into it, and
I think that makes us spend more money and makes us be less dis-
ciplined and certainly doesn’t give the House an equal shot at de-
ciding whether it ought to be in their final product.

Mr. HALL. Dave, you are so busy now and so are all Members
of Congress, whatever committees they serve on. It is almost the
tyranny of the urgent that creates many of their own problems,
and one of the problems I see is because you are so busy you don’t
have time, because I request hearings, you can’t do them. I am not
talking about you. You can’t do them because you don’t have time,
you can’t do hearings.

Mr. OBEY. Can’t do hearings? Look at our schedule.

Mr. HALL. I have requested hearings on things relative to the
Pentagon, on foreign affairs, et cetera, and you don’t have time to
do them.

Mr. OBEY. Do you think we are really going to have time to do
them if we are spending a year and a half to pass the regular ap-
propriation bill rather than 9 months? If you have 2—year budgets,
do you really believe we are going to settle all these issues by Octo-
ber or November of the first year? Not on your life. They will drift
over into the second year. We won’t have any time to do anything
except negotiate.

Mr. HALL. There is a funny thing, it works in other States. Why
wouldn’t it work here?

Mr. OBEY. I don’t think there is any point in my chewing the cud
again and again. I just think there are different—I see different in-
stitutional dynamics than you do, and I see them from the perspec-
tive of having been on this committee for 30 years. I recall when
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authorizing committees like George Miller and George Brown and
John Dingell came in raising hell about the fact that Senate chair-
men were adding whole authorizations to their bills, and I guar-
antee you if we move to a supplemental world we will be much
more vulnerable to that than we are now, and the Senate will reign
supreme on that because of the difference in germaneness rule.

You want to give us more time, get the Senate off our backs with
all of these blasted nongermane riders, get the Senate to change
their rules, so that they don’t have to beg on bended knee to get
all hundred senators to agree on how to proceed every day. I mean
that is the problem. The Rules Committee is the salvation of our
House because it creates order. The disorder you have in the Sen-
ate is I think the fundamental problem we have in getting budgets,
along with the fact that budget resolutions are essentially press re-
leases from each political party, and they are unattached to reality
in most cases.

Mr. Goss. Thank you. Mr. Sessions of Texas.

Mr. SEsSIONS. Chairman, thank you. I really should rest our case
after Mr. Hall’s comments. However, I would like to take just a sec-
ond and talk about your testimony on page two, quote, the one ar-
gument that we hear repeatedly in favor of biennial budgeting is
that the States do it so we should, too. I would observe that this
is not a State government and any argument to that effect is deep-
ly flawed.

Mr. OBEY. I agree with that.

Mr. SEssIONS. Well, you wrote it.

Mr. OBEY. No, no. I am talking about the arguments made by the
proponents of it.

Mr. SEsSIONS. All I am suggesting, sir, is that these are your
words so I would expect you to agree with it. I was reading from
your testimony. I don’t expect to be any more successful than Mr.
Hall in changing your mind, so this is just for the sake of going
through this, to present one argument, that the move to annual
budging from biennial budgeting stopped in 1987 when all but 19
States practiced annual budgets, and that since that time they
have begun to shift back to biennial budgeting, and now there are
23. I know I think you said 20, but 23 States to my information
operate under the same type and three more States as of now, Cali-
fornia, Michigan and New Jersey, are currently considering moving
to biennial budgeting.

States largely shifted from biennial budgeting after World War
II as Federal and State programs became more complicated. Bien-
nial budgeting at the Federal level would increase efficiency. The
arguments that you employed in your comments I believe are simi-
lar to arguments about why we should do or not do away with
proxy voting.

The power of the institution, the power of those insiders, those
committee chairmen, those people, and I believe it is a matter of
efficiency, not power, and that this institution should continue to
evolve and recognize as we look in the mirror and see ourself, not
only that we straighten our collar and do those things that look
good, but we have a tremendous responsibility to government and
State governments for an efficiency ratio and efficiency model, and
that if we are able to do the things since I was in college 20 years
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ago and gave a speech for a rotary club on—a speech contest about
the efficiency of government and way back then the Pentagon and
the Labor Department argued about their ability to handle
multiyear projects and to sign contracts that would more carefully
resemble efficiency, not power, not arrogance, not their institution,
but rather the efficiency for the taxpayers that they felt like that
the savings, the cost savings from that money that had been appro-
priated would in fact increase. It would do those things in effi-
ciency of the government.

I am just going to give one example. I am sure there are lots of
holes that anybody, including you, could inflict upon this example,
but I know as a Member of Congress I am not allowed to sign any
contract or do anything that would be outside the extension of a
section which I was elected for, and I agreed with that. I am not
arguing against it. But I also know that in instances of signing con-
tracts, and I will just give probably the most egregious, that you
may have a Member who wins election year after year after year,
but they rent a vehicle for the official use in their district, they
sign a 2-year lease and the 2-year lease costs in some instances
three and four times the amount of money that it would if you
signed just a 3 or 4—year lease.

I am not arguing that we should extend what we have today.
What I am arguing is that the marketplace and an efficiency model
and ratio for the States for their ability to be in tune with what
we have done, for them to know that when we have put our model
in place they can then do the same, it would be more efficient and
I think better for the taxpayer. That would be my sole argument
to you today. I did not ask that you have to agree with that. I do
ask for simply that you understand that I believe Mr. Hall and I
do believe this.

Mr. OBEY. But in fairness, you shouldn’t be voting for this propo-
sition. First of all, with respect to proxy voting, I have never fa-
vored proxy voting. We have never used it in the Appropriations
Committee. I think if members want to vote there, they ought to
get off their duffs and be there. I have always felt that way. I have
heard a number of authorizing committee chairmen since the proxy
voting has been abandoned who have said, "Boy, my job in getting
a quorum is almost impossible these days,” and so I would suggest
I am not qualified to discuss the proxy voting.

Mr. SESSIONS. I am just saying, sir, those same arguments were
utilized in the same way for a different institution.

Mr. OBEY. I have been a raging reformer ever since the day I ar-
rived here. I almost got thrown out of my own committee caucus
for that reason. And we have had books written about people who
had minimum high regard for reform. So I pushed this place on fi-
nancial disclosure and all the rest.

All T would say is your argument about multiple year procure-
ment has nothing to do with this. We already provide multiyear
procurement. The Appropriations Committee right now provides
multiyear procurement. I am not against a multiyear procurement.

Mr. SEsSIONS. I completely disagree, as Mr. Hall did, with that
argument because things happen all the time where a plug is
pulled the next year.
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Mr. OBEY. Well, all I can tell you, you said the government agen-
cies ought to be able to sign multiyear contracts.

Mr. SEssIONS. What I am suggesting is that the appropriations
process, not the contracts, will drive those things, and I believe
that they will be more efficient.

Mr. OBEY. With all due respect, that is a very different issue. It
is a very different question whether—you said that agencies like
the Pentagon would be able to save taxpayers money if they en-
gaged in more multiyear contracts.

Mr. SESSIONS. Sir, you know what I'm suggesting, and I think
this is not fair for you to try and twist that. What I said is that
the appropriations of that money on a 2-year basis would allow
them to more carefully run through those contracts.

Mr. OBEY. We don'’t just appropriate for a 2—year basis. We allow
them to proceed with multiyear contracts.

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes, we do that, but what I am suggesting to you,
and you know people change their mind next year and wipe out a
program.

Mr. OBEY. Well, Congress can always change its mind.

Mr. SEsSsSIONS. I agree.

Mr. OBEY. I don’t think you want to say that if we appropriate
money to an agency and we find out that there has been the egre-
gious management or faulty development of the program—.

Mr. SESSIONS. Then what I will say is I believe we will become
more efficient.

Mr. OBEY. Well, again, all I will simply say is that you don’t need
2-year appropriation budgets to promote what you are talking
about. You obviously think we do, so we have a difference of opin-
ion on that, but that is a very different situation. I would simply
point out if you think it is more efficient to have a 2—year budget
rather than a 1-year budget, I would simply point out that the es-
timates 2 years ago for this fiscal year were that we would have
a $70 billion deficit. We have now got $170 billion surplus instead.
I would say the world has changed a little bit—.

Mr. SEssIONS. Thank goodness.

Mr. OBEY. —in 2 years and I don’t think that having to make
our budget estimates and our revenue estimates 2 years out makes
any sense, given how fluid the nature of the economy is and how
fluid the nature of the income and outflow is of the government.
I don’t call that efficiency.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gentleman for his indulgence. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HASTINGS. [Presiding.] Mr. Reynolds.

Mr. REYNOLDS. No questions.

Mr. HASTINGS. We will now start the second round of questioning
for Mr. Obey. Just kidding.

Mr. OBEY. Give me a martini.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Obey, thank you very much for your testi-
mony, and obviously the give and take was spirited in some cases,
and there are some differences of opinion, but I appreciate very
much your taking the time to come before the committee, and you
can be excused.

Mr. OBEY. Thank you.
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Mr. HASTINGS. Next we will however call up a panel of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, Mr. Regula from Ohio; Mr. Knollenberg
from Michigan and Mr. Price from North Carolina. If you would
come forward, we will be pleased to take your testimony. Your full
statements will appear in the record, and if you choose to summa-
rize, that would be appreciated.

Mr. Regula, we will start with you since you are a subcommittee
chairman, and Mr. Price will go after that and then Mr. Knollen-
berg.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. RALPH REGULA, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. REGULA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my full statement be made a part of the record.

Mr. HASTINGS. It will and all of your statements will be part of
the record.

Mr. REGULA. In the interest of time, I simply want to say that
2—year budgeting is a management tool. I had an oversight hearing
yesterday in my subcommittee and another one today.

It is clear that one of the challenges that confronts the appropri-
ators and in fact confronts the Congress is how can we manage the
resources more efficiently. The 2-year budget in my judgment
would allow us to do that. The first year we would appropriate
funds. The second year we would do oversight and plan for the next
budget cycle.

So from the standpoint of management on the part of the Con-
gress, I believe that the 2—year cycle would be much more efficient.
As we are confronted with growing needs and less resources in the
absence of tax increases, which we want to avoid, the challenges
are to manage our existing resources most efficiently. It is clear in
the oversight hearings yesterday and today held by the Interior
Subcommittee that there is an opportunity to expolore manage-
ment reforms. Along with that, I believe that the agencies could be
more effective because it would allow program managers and agen-
cy heads to do their planning on a 2—year cycle.

They could just, as a practical matter, contract for supplies for
a 2-year period instead of one. They wouldn’t have to spend as
much time in developing annual budgets, and they could, therefore,
focus on their responsibilities as managers, whether it be a na-
tional park or a national forest or a defense system.

Certainly in the private sector I don’t believe program managers
would be told you have 1 year to budget on a program that has a
long term impact. And so it seems to me that the 2—year budget
cycle would make a lot of sense in terms of our responsibility as
managers, directors, if you will, of the largest enterprise in the
United States; namely, the U.S. Government.

I think historically we have not looked on government as a man-
agement challenge. We have looked on it as a provider of services,
but with today’s world, with increasing populations and increasing
needs, it seems to me that approaching this in a businesslike way
to say how can we deliver the services to the people in the most
efficient way, a 2-year budget offers that opportunity. My state-
ment enlarges on this, but in the interest of time I will hold it to
that.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Regula follows:]
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Statement of Congressman Ralph Regula (R-OH)

Chairman Dreier and Members of the Rules Committee, 1 would like to commend you for
scheduling hearings on whether the Administration and the Congress should move to a two-year
budget process. | am a long-time supporter of a two-year budget process, believing that it wil
reduce the repetitive annual budget votes and allow more time for long-term planning and for
careful oversight of government spending.

T'would like 10 spend few minutes today reviewing some of the reforms that have been
implemented in the programs that I oversee as Chairman of the Interior Appropriations
Subcommittee. These reforms have been the result of oversight hearings held by the
Subcommittee. 1 hope that these examples will provide a glimpse of the types of reforms that can
be made government-wide if there is more time for in-depth oversight by both authorizing
commitiees and the appropriations subcommittees. We need to ensure that American tax dollars
are spent wisely and in the manner in which they are intended to be spent.

Since becoming Chairman of the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee in 1995, T have
held nearly 20 oversight hearings, and I have scheduled an additional six hearings for this year.
Working with the General Accounting Office and the National Academy of Public Administration
(NAPA), I have examined a variety of agencies and issues within the our jurisdiction. And 1
firmly believe that through this process we are making a difference on behalf of the American
people. As a result of the hearings and the actions we have taken in the Interior Appropriations
bills, we are improving management, reorganizing dysfunctional structures and streamlining
processes.

During my first year as Chairman, we examined each of the more than 30 agencies funded in the
bill and asked the question about their relevance to the American people. We asked whether we
could eliminate programs or even entire agencies. As a result, we eliminated the Bureau of Mines
at the Department of the Interior and rescinded nearly $200 million in funding we considered
unnecessary and even wasteful,

During an oversight hearing in late 1997, we heard from the Department of the Interior’s
Inspector General and NAPA about the National Park Service’s construction program. We
learned that the 500 employees in its construction program were completely off-budget and that
their office was funded by a fee they placed on line-item construction projects in our bill. The
maore a project cost, the more money the program received for its Denver Service Center
operations. It was under this scenario that the American taxpayer funded a $387,000 outhouse in
the Delaware Water Gap.

We have changed this situation: In the fiscal year 1999 Appropriations bill we brought the Denver
Service Center on budget, we downsized it by haif - to 250 employees and we have completely
revamped the Park Service’s construction process. Now, 90 percent of the design work is being
contracted out to Jocal architect and engineering firms. Park superintendents and regional
directors are being held accountable for the sound management of construction projects within
their parks.

Further, since 1993 taxpayers have provided a billion dollars to restore the Everglades. Last
spring 1 held an oversight hearing on this subject and questioned the GAO on how we are doing
with this significant investment. We know that the taxpayers are on the hook for multi-billions of
dollars before this massive effort is complete, so we asked important questions such as, “Are we
on the right track?” “After we have spent al] this money, will the Everglades truly be restored?”
“Does the science show us everything we need to know, or do we need additional research and
data to proceed?”

As aresult of this hearing, it became clear to me that I can’t assure the people in my district that
we are wisely using their tax dollars to protect this precious resource. In the fiscal year 2000



63

appropriations bill, however, 1 included strong language requiring a strategic plan for this project
and improved cost estimates. I will also hold afollow up oversight hearing on this issue later this
spring.

Numerous committees in the Congress have focused on financial management shortfalls in the
U.S. Foresl Service. We held a hearing on this problem in the spring of 1998 and held a second
hearing just this moming to follow up on the recommendations necessary to ensure the agency
receives a clean audit and equally important, to ensure that the agency can report to Congress
and the American peopie on how its funds are spent.

1 have a listing of all of the Interior Subcommitiee oversight hearings that have been held and that
are planned for this year, with notations on the reforms that have been implemented. 1 ask that
this document be made part of the official record.

1 jook forward to working with you 10 enact a two-year budget process. Such a process will allow
sufficient ume to conduct oversight hearings. These hearings will provide the Congress with
necessary information 10 ensure a more efficient and effective federal government for the
American people.
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Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you, Mr. Regula. Mr. Price.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DAVID E. PRICE, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. PRrICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the chance to
testify here today on this question of biennial budgeting and appro-
priating, and to urge this committee to resist the siren call of this
so—called reform. I believe it does have some very real dangers.

Many goals and values have been discussed here today: consist-
ency, continuity in policy, efficiency, both to guard our current sur-
plus and evaluate future claims on resources very carefully, budget
with some flexibility responsive to changing needs and conditions,
and to preserve Congress’ power of the purse and to enhance our
oversight. These are goals in some tension with one another. They
call for a mix of both long term and short term strategy. My main
argument here today is that annual appropriations are an impor-
tant part of that mix.

We have made a good deal of progress in increasing our time ho-
rizons and adding some predictability, a multiyear time frame to
the process. We work with multiyear authorizations in most areas,
and I fully agree with those here today who have said we need to
have multiyear authorizations in all of our areas. We have adopted
multiyear budget plans in 1990, 1993, and 1997. Those were impor-
tant instruments for long term planning and fiscal discipline, but
as useful as these long term plans are, they shouldn’t be confused
with multiyear budget and appropriations cycle.

I believe that to argue that we should go down that path is to
draw the wrong conclusions from our recent experience. Instead, I
propose to you that annual budget resolutions on appropriations
are a needed complement to multiyear budget plans. They provide
flexibility. They help us achieve savings and fine—tune our invest-
ment strategy, and they enable Congress to be a full partner with
the executive in setting national priorities.

We have heard today, and ironically I think, advocates of bien-
nial appropriating who claim that it would actually give Congress
more time and strengthen our incentives to oversee the executive.
I say ironically, because surely the most careful oversight Congress
gives the executive branch is through the annual appropriations
process, the kind of work that Mr. Regula’s subcommittee and oth-
ers do every year. Agency budgets and performance and needs are
gone over line by line, program by program. Without the need to
produce an annual appropriations bill, this extensive oversight, far
from being enhanced, would likely be lessened.

At the very least the political potency of oversight would be less,
for oversight without the power to increase or reduce appropria-
tions is toothless oversight. Oversight will be less engaging for
Members and certainly less compelling for the executive branch.

We know congressional decisions aren’t written in stone. Appro-
priations decisions are no exception. As many people have said
here today, we already enact supplemental appropriations bills, but
do we really want to increase the number of those bills? Former
CBO Director Robert Reischauer once noted that even in the cur-
rent annual process, forecasters are required to project changes in
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the economy and the budget 21 months before the end of the fiscal
year; a biennial resolution would increase this period to 33 months
for the second fiscal year of the biennium.

Pressures on Congress would increase to respond to changing
economic or social circumstances, agency failures or deficiencies in
the law. The only available vehicles would often be omnibus or
multiple supplemental appropriations bills in the off years, and we
would have replaced the deliberative, well-ordered process of an-
nual appropriations with sporadic, ill-considered supplementals.
Biennial budgeting, while promising increased predictability and
increased efficiency, might well produce the opposites.

I understand the frustration that has led many Members to turn
to biennial budget as an antidote to our problems with the budget
process in the last 2—years and the partisan and ideological conflict
that, uncharacteristically I might say, has come to infect the appro-
priations process.

Chairman Dreier has suggested that biennial budgeting would
reduce the number of "train wrecks” at the end of the year and the
level of gamesmanship. Surely these fights would occur only half
as often, we can’t argue with that, if we were budgeting biennially.
But would the abuses of the process be fixed? Not likely. Would the
same problems crop out if supplemental appropriations were pro-
posed and emergencies declared? Yes, in all likelihood, but in the
meantime, we would have greatly weakened Congress’ hand in
shaping national policy and holding the executive accountable.

I am well aware that President Clinton has expressed his sup-
port for biennial budgeting, as did Presidents Reagan and Bush be-
fore him. If this suggests that biennial budgeting is not a partisan
issue, it ought also to warn us it is indeed an institutional issue.
We are dealing here with the executive—legislative balance of
power, and we obviously need to consider this kind of institutional
change totally apart from which party currently holds the White
House.

It is sometimes said that opponents of biennial budgeting are
merely defending Appropriations or Budget Committee turf. We
have heard that. I have heard it. As a member of both committees
I am sensitive to that charge, but the fact is, we want to protect
the legislative powers of the entire Congress. That is what this is
about. The issue is not devolution of power from the Appropriations
Committee to the rest of the Congress. It is a devolution of power
from Congress to the executive branch.

So, Mr. Chairman and other members of the committee, I urge
you not to allow recent budget disagreements and frustrations to
lure us toward a supposed remedy that would make the appropria-
tions process less systematic, less flexible, less potent. We must in-
crease and enhance Congress’ power and performance in both
budgeting and oversight, but for the reasons that I have given and
that are developed more fully in my statement, I believe that mov-
ing to a biennial budget or appropriations cycle would take us in
precisely the opposite direction.

I thank you for your attention.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Price follows:]
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Statement of Congressman David E. Price (D-NC)

Chairman Dreier, Ranking Member Moakley, and other members of the committee, I appreciate
the opportunity to be here today to testify on the question of biennial budgeting and appropriations
and to urge you to resist its siren call.

In evaluating any budget reform proposal, it is important to be clear about the goals we are
pursuing. First, we are striving for consistency and continuity in policy, so that citizens and
communities can know what to count on and so that programs can be planned and executed
efficiently. At the same time, we are attempting 1o cautiously guard our current surplus and to
evaluate future claims upon government resources. We also wish to budget with full knowledge
of current economic trends and with maximum responsiveness to changing needs and conditions.
And we scek to preserve Congress’s power of the purse and enhance our oversight of the
executive, while making our operations less duplicative and more efficient. Obviously, these goals
exist in some tension with one another and call for a mix of both long- and short-term strategies
and mechanisms. The main point I wish to make today is that annual appropriations are a crucial
part of that mix.

Biennial budgeting proposals date back to the Reagan era. Despite the progress Congress has
made in reducing the deficit spending that catalyzed many of these proposals, the substance of
the proposals themselves has remained remarkably unchanged. This is perplexing, because we
have in fact moved further towards a multi-year framework in budgeting than critics seem to
realize, and congressional policy making has improved as a result. We work with multi-year
authorizations in most areas, although in too many we still operate without authorizing legislation.
We adopted multi-year budget plans in 1990, 1993, and 1997 -- important instruments for
long-term pianning and fiscal discipline.

But multi-year budget plans, as useful as they are, should not be confused with a multi-year
budget and appropriations cycle. To argue that we would benefit further by moving to a two-year
cycle in appropriations is, I believe, to draw the wrong conclusion from our recent experience.
Instead, ] would propose to you that annual budget resolutions and appropriations are a needed
complement to multi-year budget plans, providing flexibility, helping us to achieve savings and
fine-tune our investment strategy, and enabling Congress to be a full partner with the executive in
setting national priorities.

Ironically, some advocates of biennial appropriating claim that it would actually give Congress
more time and strengthen our incentives to oversee the executive. I say "ironically," for surely the
most careful oversight Congress gives the executive branch is through the annual appropriations
process, when agency budgets and performance and needs are gone over line by line, program by
program. Without the need to produce an annual appropriations bill this extensive oversight, far
from being enhanced, would likely be lessened. At the very least, the political potency of
oversight would be reduced, for oversight without the power to increase or reduce appropriations
is toothless oversight. This oversight would be less engaging for members and certainly less
compelling for the executive branch agencies we oversee.

Few Congressional decisions are written in stone, and appropriations decisions are no exception.
We already find it necessary to enact numerous supplemental appropriations bills, and the number
of these bills would markedly increase if we were to lengthen the budget cycle. As former CBO
Director Robert Reischauer once noted,

Even in the current annual process, forecasters are required to project changes in the economy
and the budget 21 months before the end of the fiscal year; a biennial resolution would increase
this period to 33 months for the second fiscal year of the biennium.

Pressures on Congress would increase to respond to changing economic or social circumstances,
agency failures, or deficiencies in the law. The only available vehicles would be multiple or
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omnibus supplemental appropriations in the off-year, and we would have replaced the

deliberative, well-ordered process represented-by annual appropriations bills with sporadic,
possibly ill-considered supplementals. Biennial budgeting, while promising increased predictability
and efficiency, might well produce their opposites.

I understand that many members have turned to biennial budgeting as a possible antidote for the
problems we have had with the budget process in the last two years and the partisan and
ideological conflict that has uncharacteristically infected the appropriations process. You have
suggested, Mr. Chairman, that biennial budgeting would reduce the number of year end "train
wrecks" and the level of gamesmanship. Certainly 1 would have to concede that in a biennial
process, year-end appropriations battles would occur only half as often as before! But would the
abuses be fixed? Not likely. Would the same probiems crop out as supplemental appropriations
were proposed and "emergencies” declared? In all likelihood. And in the meantime we would
have greatly weakened Congress’s hand in shaping national policy and holding the executive
accountable.

1 am well aware that President Clinton has indicated his support for biennial budgeting, as did
Presidents Bush and Reagan before him. But if this suggests that biennial budgeting is not a
partisan issue, it should also warn us that it most certainly is an institutional issue. We are dealing
here with the executive-legislative balance of powers, and we obviously must consider this kind of
institutional change apart from the question of which party currently holds the White House.

1t is sometimes said that opponents of biennial budgeting are merely defending Appropriations or
Budget Committee turf. As a member of both committees, I am naturally sensitive to these
charges. But the fact is that we want to protect the legislative powers of the entire Congress.

The issue is not the devolution of power from the Appropriations Committee to the rest of
Congress. Rather, it is the devolution of power from Congress to the executive branch.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1 urge you not 1o allow recent budget
disagreements and frustrations 1o lure us toward a supposed "remedy" that would make the
appropriations process less systematic, less flexible, and less potent. We must enhance
Congress’s power and performance in both budgeting and oversight, but for the reasons I have
given, ] believe that moving to a biennial budget and appropriations cycle would take us in the
opposite direction. Thank you for your attention.
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Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you, Mr. Price. Mr. Knollenberg.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank those
members of the Rules Committee that are still here to hear us, but
I appreciate having you hold this hearing because I think it is im-
portant that we do bring forth our reservations, and I do have some
about the move to bring about biennial budgeting.

I am concerned that in our haste to push forward this legislation
we are overlooking many consequences that will drastically affect
our budget process. I want to pose some concerns that I have. They
are not new, but they are certainly ones on my mind, and having
the benefit as I do of sitting on both the Budget Committee and
the Appropriations Committee, I think I can see it from both ends.
I am not an authority on this issue, and I certainly want to hear
from everybody in terms of their suggestions as to what we should
do.

I know the appropriations process here is tough. However, we
shouldn’t let the frustrations of these past few years push us to
pass a bill that may not work. Clearly, much of the current dis-
satisfaction with the budget process is the result of divided control
of Congress and the executive branch that has been talked about,
and it is unlikely that a shift to biennial budgeting would make
any difference. We must sit back and ask ourselves what are we
trying to accomplish here and if this is the most effective way to
accomplish that goal. I truly believe then that biennial budgeting
is not a clear answer. I recognize the frustration. I have it, too. I
share it both on the Budget Committee and the Appropriations
Committee.

The uncertainty of budget projections, biennial budgeting could
jeopardize the very thing that many in Congress hold most dear;
that is, preserving the surplus for debt reduction, for tax cuts and
for other pressing needs. Despite today’s projections of huge sur-
pluses, these numbers will invariably rise and fall with the eco-
nomic cycle, with emergencies, those have been talked about, and
other factors that are really outside of Congress’ immediate control.
For example, I have been told that over the last 4 years CBO incor-
rectly estimated the deficit, or surplus for the upcoming fiscal year
by an average of $99.5 billion. Given these inevitable fluctuations
of economy and Federal revenues, Congress needs every tool at its
disposal to ensure that there are sufficient surpluses each year to
meet its target for tax cuts and for debt reduction.

The budget resolution provides the framework to make a year—
by-year change or changes in entitlement programs, in tax policy,
and in discretionary spending level. Only through actually passing
appropriations bills can discretionary levels be changed. In the case
of entitlement reforms, the budget resolution can protect these
measures from a filibuster. Welfare reform might never have
reached the President’s desk had it been considered in the second
session of the 104th Congress under biennial budgeting. It did pass
the Senate, as you know, in 1995 by a mere 52 to 47.
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On the subject of oversight, one of the supposed advantages of
biennial budgeting is allowing additional time to focus on oversight.
The irony is that most experts think that biennial budgeting would
actually reduce oversight because most practical oversight is ac-
complished through the appropriations process when the agencies
are dependent on Congress for more funding in the near term.
While the Appropriations Committee would continue to hold over-
sight hearings during the second session, they would lack the
threat of an appropriation reduction for agencies that fail to adhere
to the authorizing statutes or to consult with Congress on agency
operations or to meet other performance goals.

Further, with no regular appropriations bills in the second ses-
sion, Congress would be forced to consider massive supplemental
bills or correction bills to take care of changing priorities or unan-
ticipated events and emergencies. Supplementals tend to be more
directly under the control of the leadership, which means less
Member input and oversight.

On the subject of cutting taxes, not only do I think that the bien-
nial budgeting process makes it tough to keep the budget in bal-
ance, it can also eliminate any hope for tax cuts in election years.
If the budget resolution includes an instruction to the Ways and
Means and Finance Committees to report a tax bill, it is protected
in the Senate from a filibuster. Any tax bill that is not reconciled
by the budget resolution from the previous year will effectively
need 60 votes to pass the Senate. This is a high hurdle for those
who came to Congress with the mandate to provide tax relief for
American families. For example, the marriage penalty relief bill
could not have been possible under biennial budgeting.Leadership
did not predict this piecemeal tax approach last year, and if it was
not included in the budget resolution, Senate Democrats would
have been able to filibuster the bill in the Senate.

I will close here shortly. I am aware that several of my col-
leagues have had positive experiences, as you have, Mr. Chairman,
with biennial budgeting in your State legislatures, and you are
aware of the current trend amongst States in shifting towards an-
nual budgeting, even though there is talk of my State, Michigan,
reconsidering that. I don’t believe that is going to happen in the
near term at all.

Currently 30 States budget on an annual basis with 26 States
dropping biennial budgeting in favor of annual budgeting over the
last 40 years. According to GAO, the States tend to switch as you
know to biennial budgeting when their legislatures move from a bi-
ennial to an annual session of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude with those remarks, and I just again
want to thank you, thank the committee for the consideration of
bringing hearings to our attention so that we could provide our
thoughts about the consequences of any act that we move forward
on, and my concern is that the first thing we should do is do no
harm to the system we have. We certainly don’t want a lot of unin-
tended consequences to make things worse than they are now.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Knollenberg follows:]
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Statement of Congressman Joe Knollenberg (R-MI)

" Thank you Mr. Chairman for holding this hearing and allowing me to share my concerns with
biennial budgeting. 1 am concerned that in our haste to push forward this legislation we are
overlooking many consequences that will drastically affect our budget process. I have the benefit
of brining a balanced insight to the consideration of this issue as a member of both the
Appropriations and Budget Committee. 1 understand the appropriations process is tough,
however, we should not let the frustrations of the past few years push us to pass a bill that may
not work. Clearly, much of the current dissatisfaction with the budget process is the result of
divided control of Congress and the Executive Branch and it is unlikely that a shift to biennial
budgeting would make any difference. We must ask ourselves what are we trying to accomplish
here and if this is the most effective way to accomplish that goal. I truly believe biennial
budgeting is not the answer.

Uncertainty of budget projections

Biennial budgeting could jeopardize the very thing that many in Congress hold most
dear-preserving the surplus for debt reduction, tax cuts and other pressing needs. Despite today’s
projections of huge surpluses, these numbers will invariable rise and fail with the economic cycle,
emergencies and other factors that are outside Congress’ immediate control. For example, over
the last four years CBO incorrectly estimated the deficit or surplus for the upcoming fiscal year
by an average of $99.5 billion.

Given these inevitable fluctuations of economy and federal revenues, Congress needs every tool
at its disposal to ensure that there are sufficient surpluses each year to meet its target for tax cuts
and debt reduction. The budget resolution provides the framework to make year-by-year changes
in entitlement programs, tax policy, and discretionary spending levels. Only through actually
passing appropriation bills can discretionary levels be changed. In the case of entitlement reforms,
the budget resolution can protect these measures from a filibuster. Welfare reform might never
had reached the President’s desk had it been considered in the second session of the 104th
Congress under biennial budgeting, because it passed the Senate in 1995 by a mere 52 to 47.

Oversight

One of the supposed advantages of biennial budgeting is allowing additional time to focus on
oversight. The irony is that most experts think that biennial budgeting would actually reduce
oversight because most practical oversight is accomplished through the appropriations process
when the agencies are dependent on Congress for more funding in the near term. While the
Appropriations Committee would continue to hold oversight hearings during the second session,
they would lack the threat of an appropriation reduction for agencies that fail to adhere to
authorizing statutes, consult with Congress on agency operations, or meet performance goals.

Further, with no regular appropriation bills in the second session, Congress would be forced to
consider massive supplemental bills or correction bills to take care of changing priorities,
unanticipated events, and emergencies. Supplementals tend to be more directly under the control
of the Leadership which means less member input and oversight.

Cutting Taxes

Not only will biennial budgeting make it tough to keep the budget in balance, it could also eliminate
any hope for tax cuts in election years. If the budget resolution includes an instruction to the

Ways and Means and Finance Committees to report a tax bill, it is protected in the Senate from a
filibuster. Any tax bill that was not reconciled by the budget resolution from the previous year will
effectively need 60 votes to pass the Senate. This is a high hurdle for those who came to

Congress with a mandate to provide tax relief for American families. For example, the marriage
penalty relief bill could not have been possible under biennial budgeting. Leadership did not predict
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this piecemeal tax approach last year and if it was not included in the Budget Resolution, Senate
Democrats would have been able to filibuster the bill in the Senate.

Biennial Budgeting and States

I am aware that several of my colleagues have had positive experiences with biennial budgeting
in their state legislatures. However, the current trend among states is a shift towards annual
budgeting. Currently 30 states budget on an annual basis with 26 states dropping biennial
budgeting in favor of annual budgeting over the last 40 years. According to GAO, the States tend
to switch to bienntal budgeting when their legislatures move from a biennial to annual sessions of
Congress.

Thank you Mr. Chairman for giving me the opportunity to express my concerns today. I hope we
have the opportunity to explore and understand the consequences of this issue fully before rushing
this legislation through the House.
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Mr. HASTINGS. I thank you very much for your testimony. It has
been raised several times, Mr. Obey mentioned it and, Mr. Knollen-
berg, you mentioned it, about—my words—the problems we have
with the Senate. Our Founding Fathers were pretty wise. They de-
veloped a system like this so we would have problems. This of
course ultimately protects the people, but I would just make this
observation as far as the reconciliation process that you mentioned.

We have within our rules right now to have multiple reconcili-
ations to take that issue away if we had, and I certainly wouldn’t
suggest that the biennial budget is the only reform, but the one
thing I wanted to ask Mr. Regula because he is the subcommittee
chairman here, and in your testimony you briefly alluded to the
fact that you have more oversight, and then testimony of the others
said that that probably wouldn’t be as good as is suggested, and
I would like you to elaborate from your perspective of having the
more time for oversight in the second year of a biennial budget.

Mr. REGULA. Well, I think it includes not only having hearings,
but it also includes visiting sites. So we simply don’t have time to
go to park sites. I know that what limited amount I have been able
to travel to sites has always been very productive in terms of get-
ting ideas. There is no question we make policy with the checkbook
here because in the final analysis how we allocate the Nation’s re-
sources really establishes a lot of our policies.

I think Mr. Price mentioned the fact that the authorizing com-
mittees will authorize for 2, 3, 5 years, sometimes indefinitely, but
in a sense I think that supports the contention that we can operate
on a 2—year budget cycle. I believe that the executive branch recog-
nizes that management; that is, actually putting programs into ac-
tion in the ground, basically needs more than 1 year in terms of
the resources available and in terms of the direction that is articu-
lated through the appropriations process.

I know Ohio uses a 2-year budget, and it works very well and
we are a large State with a very substantial budget.

Mr. HASTINGS. One other observation that I made earlier and I
want to make it again because it was alluded to in the testimony
that while, yes, there will be supplementals, we have
supplementals right now, one of the beauties of a biennial budget
is that if the Congress chooses not to pass the supplemental, the
world doesn’t end, and I think that is in fact, I think that is a posi-
tive tool, and as I mentioned I experienced that at least twice in
the recent memory in Washington State in our legislature where
if you had annual budgets in both those cases you probably would
have had a train wreck, but the fact they had a biennial budget
and a supplemental wasn’t passed, the world went on, and I think
that argument needs to be made because it is a tool that works the
other way.

You are not going to get rid of the supplementals, just like we
don’t in the annual process. So you will have to make those judg-
ments when you go through the Senate. If anybody has a comment
on that. Otherwise, if not, Mr. Price.

Mr. PriCcE. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of a supplemental, of
course, whether it is on a 1 year cycle or 2—year cycle, is to fill gaps
that were left by the regular process and to take care of emer-
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gencies and to make fine-tuning adjustments, and that need is
going to be there whether we are on a 1 or 2—year cycle. I think
my point is that this will be far more common and far more prob-
lematic under a 2—year cycle because I think the frequency of these
supplemental requests will surely increase. The sporadic nature of
supplemental appropriating worries us all, and that would be in-
creased, and I think our ability to respond to changing conditions
would face a very high hurdle, whereas now it is done as a matter
of course with the 1-year process.

So the need is going to be there for the responsible use of
supplementals, no matter what kind of cycle we have, but I think
a much greater institutional burden is placed on us with a 2—year
cycle, plus all the other problems of deferring so much authority.
I think we would be put in a position of seeking the sufferance of
executive agencies or trying to get these supplementals jimmied up.
Members would have that pressure on them far, far more than
they do now where we have that regular process, that regular an-
nual process that we simply plug into and that we plug into in the
annual appropriations cycle.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Just a quick add-on to that, Mr. Chairman.
I think that there is a tendency here to compare the States with
the Federal Government, and one thing that the Federal Govern-
ment has to consider and we do it periodically sitting, as I do, on
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, there are world events that
change very quickly, producing the need to use the machinery, the
vehicle of a supplemental to bring about funding that will get into
those areas very quickly. It has been perhaps tame in terms of the
fact we haven’t had a war situation, not confrontational war, which
was the case during the Cold War.

I can tell you this, there are more instances where that will be
the vehicle sought for to use to bring about that funding, and when
it takes place, then you have the interested parties from all over
who go through the business of the Christmas tree which does
begin to get bigger and bigger and bigger. I think that is something
that is uniquely Federal, that the States don’t have to deal with
in quite the same way. As I mentioned previously, there are some
170, I think maybe 200, countries worldwide that we have an inter-
est in. That is a problem I think that biennial budgeting really
does not get a close look at.

Mr. HASTINGS. Well, I want to thank you for your testimony and
for your indulgence of waiting, especially, Mr. Price and Mr.
Knollenberg, for testimony prior to yours. So thank you very much
for your testimony.

Next we have Mr. Bass of New Hampshire.

Mr. Bass. You want to have all the other guys come up at once
so we get it over with a little quicker?

Mr. HASTINGS. I have no objection if you don’t have any objec-
tion. We will recognize Mr. Stearns and Mr. Barton, but we will
lead off with—there is Mr. Smith from the Budget Committee. You
may as well join everybody else. We will lead off with Mr. Bass.
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STATEMENT OF THE HON. CHARLES F. BASS, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Mr. Bass. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be here
today, and I know that this has been a long hearing.

Mr. HASTINGS. I will say that without objection your full state-
ments will appear in the record, and you are welcome to summa-
rize your statements, but your full statement will appear in the
record. Mr. Bass.

Mr. Bass. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I know that this has
been a long day. There has been a lot of testimony. I have a hear-
ing in the Intelligence Committee in approximately 4 minutes.
That is why Mr. Goss isn’t here to beg your indulgence to allow me
to be excused when I complete my testimony, which will be mer-
cifully short.

I want to thank you and all the members of the Rules Committee
for holding this hearing and hopefully more as we move this issue
further forward. I believe that now the stars are almost in line to
move forward on something that should have been done a long,
long time ago, and that is implement biennial budgets and appro-
priations in the House and in the Senate.

I am not going to go through point and counterpoint on the argu-
ments for or against biennial budgets and appropriations. You have
heard them all by now. I would only say that there are Members,
there are appropriators and there are budgeteers who are con-
cerned about the concept of change, but every single one of the ar-
guments that they give, no tax cuts in off years, no ability to con-
clude oversight in an appropriate fashion, incompatibility with the
balanced budget, all of these arguments are refutable on exactly
the same grounds that they give for the arguments in the first
place. Clearly, if you plan a budget appropriately you can have tax
cuts in the second year. Clearly, if you say that the CBO pre-
dictions are not good for long periods of time, if you use that argu-
ment you ought to have a budget every week, you ought to have
a new budget every week or month or 6 months, but the fact is
Congress meets as a Congress for every 2 years. It is good for the
States and it is good for our institution to put together a plan for
a 2-year period that we can adjust during that 2—year process,
make this body work more efficiently.

And I know there are folks that love to spend a lot of time down
here dealing in a reactive fashion with all the issues year after
year after year. Congress needs to make policy. We need to be
proactive. We need to take the President’s budget on a 2-year
basis, develop a plan, amend it during the 2—year process as nec-
essary so we can pay more attention to other issues that Americans
want us to address during a 2—year cycle in Congress.

I know that I have submitted my full testimony for the record,
and with that I would like to thank you for holding this hearing
and hope we can move forward with this important legislative pro-
posal.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bass follows:]
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Statement of Congressman Charlie F. Bass (R-NH)

1 wish to begin by thanking the Chairman and the Committee for the opportunity to speak today in
favor of biennial budgeting. The Chairman and many Members here today and scheduled to

speak in future hearings have been tireless leaders in this reform effort, and I am honored to be in
your company.

The auention drawn this year to the budget caps, election-year partisanship during appropriations,
and budget process reform offers an historic opportunity for the House to support biennial
budgeting. The strong, bipartisan majority that cosponsored the sense of the House resolution
introduced by Chairman Dreier last year to call for passing legislation this year shows how near
we are to enacting this long-overdue reform.

As a New Hampshire resident and a former member of the state’s House and Senate, I know

first hand the advantages of biennial budgeting. New Hampshire uses a biennial budget because it
is a more efficient and less cumbersome process. In our experience, it reduces spending and
leaves more time in the off-years for oversight of programs. The result is a smaller, leaner, more
responsive and more efficient government. All Americans deserve the benefits that would result
from biennial budgeting at the federal level.

Elections and appropriations don’t mix to make good government. Despite the admirable
leadership of the current Chairman of the Appropriations Committee and other Members, as a
rule, election year train wrecks consume valuable legislative time and too often result in
last-minute, bloated appropriations. Resolving the bulk of budget and appropriations decisions in
the First Session of every Congress would solve this problem.

Budgeting and appropriating for two fiscal years at a time better exposes year-to-year funding
changes to scrutiny and requires more prudent funding decisions. By eliminating repetitive and
time-consuming appropriations work, Congress as a whole and even the appropriations
subcommittees would be able to focus on more oversight of programs. This would also contribute
to more appropriate funding decisions in biennial appropriation bills and any necessary
supplemental/recision legislation.

As with oversight, biennial budgeting would allow more time for needed authorization legislation.
In addition, the overwhelming appropriations work load every year has upset the intended balance
in the role of authorizations and appropriations. Biennial budgeting would help restore the
importance of the authorization process.

Preparing for annual appropriations is as much or more of a drain on time and resources for
federal agencies as it is for Congress. Biennial budgeting would increase agency efficiency and
provide them with more stable and predictable budgets. In addition, Congress would be able to
exercise better oversight over them.

As recently as WWII, all but four states had biennial budgeting. The growing dependence on
annually-appropriated big-government programs, however, helped moved many to change to
annual cycles. Although this trend has reversed in recent years (today, 21 states have biennial
budgets and two others have a mixed cycle), biennial budgeting at the federal leve! would help
states return to this common sense process. Even if states retain annual cycles, they will benefit
from more stable and predictable federal funding.

Last fall I introduced H.R. 2985, the Budget Responsibility and Efficiency Act. This legislation,
which already has nearly 40 cosponsors, would enact biennial budget and appropriations cycles
consisting of two distinct fiscal years, beginning with FY02-FYQ3; require, with certain
exceptions, that authorization bills cover at least two fiscal years; and conform the Government
Performance and Results Act to biennial cycles. Budget and regular appropriations legisiation
would be enacted during the First Session, leaving the Second Session largely free for
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authorizations and more oversight. Unlike some other approaches to biennial budgeting, however,
it would allow full flexibility in considering authorization or revenue legislation during the First
Session as necessary.

To average Americans, budget reform always sounds like a boring, inside the beltway concern.
But with biennial budgeting, Americans would receive better government service, better value for
taxpayer dollars, and a renewed confidence in the ability of Congress and the President to serve
their constituents in a less partisan, more thoughtful and responsive manner

Better congressional oversight will reduce waste, fraud, and abuse in government programs and
improve the overall performance of federal agencies. More deliberative budget planning, largely
removed from election year partisanship, will better allocate federal funding where it is truly
needed. Reducing the time-consuming burdens of the budget process will free time and energy of
federal agencies to devote toward serving American citizens, and allow Members of Congress
more time to devote to the interests of their constituents.

From more efficiency to less money spent on just preparing annual budgets, the same factors that
will produce belter government service will help ensure that the tax dollars paid by Americans
willkg spent wisely and effectively. By ensuring that tax dollars are spent wisely and effectively,
Congress'will be able to return unnecessary taxes to hard-working Americans.

Bringing greater efficiency, accountability, and effectiveness to government programs can only
help restore public trust in and respect for government. Americans would feel a renewed
confidence in the ability of Congress and the President 10 serve their constituents in a less
partisan, more thoughtful and responsive manner.

In conclusion, biennial budgeting is reform whose time has come. I applaud the bipartisan efforts
of those Members who have worked so hard to bring this reform about, not only during the past
few months, but for many years. 1 look forward to helping bring these efforts to fruition.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Bass, thank you very much. We will go to an-
other member of the Budget Committee, Mr. Smith.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. NICK SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I will present
the other side of the story. In addition to David Obey, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the National Association of State Budget
Directors, and GAO have testified that 2—year budgets will transfer
power away from the legislative branch to the executive branch.
We already have an imperial presidency. So I think we need to
rethink support for a budget process where the executive is going
to tend to insist that the second year of a 2-year budget increase
at least with inflation.

If we had had inflation increases in discretionary spending over
the last 10 years, we would not have a budget surplus today. So
one consideration is that transfer of spending power to the presi-
dency.

Another serious consideration is asking the budgeteers to come
up with projections that are 2 years into the future.

If you look at this chart on budget projections you will see the
significant discrepancy between one year projections and what has
actually happened. The top of the chart, if we get above zero that
means we have a surplus. You can see the far right top blue line,
we are starting to move into the surplus. The red area represents
the projection of deficits. The larger spaces in 92 and in ’97 are a
hundred billion dollars plus, and that is only a 1 year or 12 month
projection. If you do a 2—year projection, the accuracy declines even
further. Two years ago CBO projected that there would be a $70
billion unified budget deficit in fiscal year 2000. Of course we know
that reality is quite the contrary. It is a $170 billion surplus that
has happened.

So will we take up like the State of Ohio a Budget Adjustment
Act? Ohio is the only large industrial State left in the Nation that
has a 2—year budget. Twenty—six States have changed from a bien-
nial budget to an annual budge since 1940 for one reason or an-
other. In most cases, as I have talked to state legislators, the rea-
son was increased power of the purse strings.

An argument for a biennial budget is that it will somehow give
us more time to oversee the different agencies. I worked in the
Nixon administration for 5 years, and we hopped to and did every-
thing we could to become genial to Congress at budget time. I see
a danger of losing that pressure in those off years.

In those off years we are not going to have as much influence
and, Mr. Dreier, the other thing I would like to suggest is that the
Budget Committee should also have jurisdiction over this proposal.
I hope we would have the hearings in both places.

The CHAIRM